This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at  http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/| 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


GhLfiosm: 


Hot  i<^^ 


THEOLOGICAL    SCHOOL 
CAMBRIDGE. 


Google 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


mm'mfvea^'mmm^HesrmBBs^  j  i^^^u ^ 


THE   WORKS 


OF 


THE  REV.  DANIEL  WATERLAND,  D.D. 

FORMSRLY 

MASTER  OP  MAODALENB  COLLEGE,  CAMBRIDGE.  CANON  OF  WINDSOR, 

AND  ARCHDEACON  OP  MIDDLESEX. 


TO  WHICH  IS  PREFIXED  A  REVIEW 


OF  THE 


AUTHOR'S  LIFE  AND  WRITINGS, 


BY 

WILLIAM  VAN  MILDERT,  D.D. 

LORD  BISHOP  OF  LLANDAFF. 


SECOND  EDITION,  WITH  COPIOUS  INDEXES. 


IN  SIX  VOLUMES. 
VOL.  II. 


OXTORD : 
AT  THE  UNIVERSITY  PRESS. 

M.DCCC.XLIII. 

I  >  I  B  H  A  R  Y 


--%fiD  myi^^-^    «-".Googk 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


CONTENTS 


THE  SECOND  VOLUME. 


EIGHT  SERMONS,  IN  DEFENCE  OF  THE  DIVINITY  OF  OUR 
LORD  JESUS  CHRIST,  PREACHED  AT  THE  LADY  MOYER'S 
LECTURE Pago  i 

AN  ANSWER  TO  DR.  WHITBY'S  REPLY,  RESPECTING  HIS 
BOOK  ENTITLED  DISQUISITIONES  MODESTiE 197 

THE  CASE  OF  ARIAN  SUBSCRIPTION  CONSIDERED    ....   259 

A  SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE  CASE  OF  ARIAN  SUBSCRIPTION 
CONSIDERED 311 

A  SECOND  VINDICATION  OF  CHRIST'S  DIVINITY,  OR  A 
SECOND  DEFENCE  OF  SOME  QUERIES  RELATING  TO  DR. 
CLARKE'S  SCHEME  OF  THE  HOLY  TRINITY    365 

AN  ANSWER  TO  THE  POSTSCRIPT 765 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


EIGHT  SERMONS 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


EIGHT  SERMONS 


PREACHED   AT 


THE  CATHEDRAL  CHURCH  OF  ST.  PAUL. 

IN  DEFENCE  OF  THE 

DIVINITY  OF  OUR  LORD  JESUS  CHRIST; 

UPON    THE 

ENCOURAGEMENT  GIVEN  BY  THE  LADY  MOVER, 

AND   AT 

THE  APPOINTMENT  OF  THE  LORD  BISHOP  OF  LONDON. 


WITH  A  PREFACE, 

Containing  Remarks  upon  two  late  Paipphleta :  one  entitled,  '*  Modest 
*'  Plea  &c.  Continued  &c."  the  other,  "  Unity  of  God  not  inconsistent 
"  with  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  &c." 


VOL.  u. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


TO   THE 

RIGHT  REVEREND  FATHER  IN  GOD, 

JOHN, 

LORD  BISHOP  OF  LONDON, 

AND 

ONE   OF   THE   LORDS   OP   HIS   MAJB8TY'*8   MOST   HONOURABLE 
PRIVY   COUNCIL. 


My  Lord, 

JLHE  following  Sermons,  drawn  up  and  preached  under 
your  Lordship's  influence,  in  defence  of  that  ancient  faith 
which  you  have  so  seasonably  and  signally  supported,  have 
a  natural  claim  and  title  to  your  Lordship's  patronage.  Their 
design  is  to  shew,  that  we  follow  not  mere  hwman  decisiofis^ 
or  toords  of  men^  as  hath  been  slanderously  reported,  but  the 
in&llible  toord  of  God;  to  which  we  appeal  from  the  sentence 
and  determination  of  any  fallible  men  whatsoever.  Never- 
theless, it  is  great  satisfaction  to  us  to  observe,  that  the  Scripture 
evidences  of  our  doctrine  have,  in  all  ages  of  the  Church, 
appeared  so  full  and  clear,  that  the  generality  of  wise  and 
good  men  could  not  fail  of  coming  into  them.  We  think  it 
no  discredit,  but  a  great  advantage  to  our  doctrine,  that  it 
is  ancient  and  Catholic.  If  this  be  aU  that  some  mean,  by 
objecting  to  us  human  decisions,  we  do  not  only  acknowledge 
it,  but  glory  in  it.  It  has  been  the  method  of  the  wisest  and 
best  men,  since  the  date  of  Christianity,  to  prefer  express 
Scripture,  or  certain  consequences  from  Scripture,  before  merely 
human  and  philosophical  conjectures.  Human  but  well 
grounded  decisions  have  served  to  beat  down  the  pride  and 
vanity  of  human  and  ill  grounded  conceits :  and  hence  it  is  that 
the  faith  of  the  ever  blessed  Trinity  has  constantly,  and  will,  I 
trust,    finally    prevail    over   all  opposition  from  men,   whose 
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4  THE  DEDICATION. 

strength  and  confidence  is  not  in  Scripture^  but  in  vain  philo- 
sophy y  not  in  the  word  of  Gody  but  in  I  know  not  what  dark 
and  blind  metaphysics,  the  words  of  men. 

I  gladly  embrace  this  opportunity  of  joining  in  the  public 
thanks  to  your  Lordship,  for  the  late  memorable  instance  of 
your  truly  primitive  and  episcopal  zeal  against  the  adversaries 
of  our  common  faith.  The  attempt  to  introduce,  by  a  private 
authority,  new  forms  of  doxology,  in  opposition  to  those  now 
in  use,  which  are  of  long  standing  and  great  authority  in  the 
Church  of  Christ,  is  justly  abhorred  by  all  that  have  the  honour 
of  our  blessed  Lord  and  of  our  common  Christianity  near  at  heart. 
To  ascribe  all  glory  to  the  Father,  in  contempt  of  those  other 
forms  which  give  glory  to  all  the  three  Persons,  is  too  plainly 
declaring  in  facts  what  is  disowned  in  words ;  and  is  laying 
aside  that  modesty  in  practice  which  is  pretended  in  principle. 
It  was  high  time  to  give  a  check  to  such  dangerous  innovations  ; 
and  to  warn  your  faithful  Clergy  against  such  scandalous  abuses. 
Present  and  future  generations  will  be  obliged  to  your  Lordship 
for  your  pious  cares  and  wise  endeavours  in  this  behalf;  and 
for  so  eminent  an  example  of  an  unshaken  firmness  in  those 
principles  which  alone  can  make  our  Church  glorious  or  king- 
dom happy.  From  which  should  we  ever  be  so  infatuated 
and  abandoned  as  to  start  or  swerve,  (which  God  forbid,)  we 
should,  from  being  the  purest  and  most  justly  celebrated  Church 
in  the  world,  become  the  meanest  and  the  most  contemptible  of 
any,  (if  we  could  stUl  be  called  a  Church ;)  should  expose  our- 
selves inevitably  to  the  just  wrath  and  vengeance  of  Almighty 
God,  and  to  the  scorn  and  derision  of  all  the  Churches  around 
us.  That  these  and  the  like  dangers  and  mischiefs  may  be 
effectually  prevented  or  turned  away  from  us,  is  the  hearty 
prayer  of, 

My  Lord, 

Your  Lordship's  most  obedient 

and  most  humble  Servant, 

DANIEL  WATERLAND. 
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PREFACE. 


i  HE  following  Sermons  may  be  looked  upon  as  a  Supplement  to  my 
Vindication  of  Christ's  Divinity,  before  published.  I  intended  them  as 
such,  avoiding  repetition  of  the  same  things  as  much  as  I  well  could  : 
or  where  I  could  not  avoid  bringing  up  again  the  same  arguments,  I 
have  endeavoured  to  give  them  some  further  light  or  strength;  for 
the  most  part,  enlarging  upon  what  had  been  before  but  briefly  hinted. 
I  have  entirely  omitted  the  argument  from  worship,  because  I  had 
distinctly  and  fully  treated  of  it  under  Queries  sixteenth  and  seven- 
teenth. Some  other  arguments  I  have  passed  over,  purely  because  I 
had  not  room  for  them.  Those  which  I  have  taken  and  considered 
appear  to  me  of  as  great  weight  as  any  ;  and  more  than  sufficient  to 
justify  our  belief  in  Christ  Jesus  as  a  Divine  Person,  coequal  and  co- 
eternal  with  God  the  Father. 

In  my  Vindication,  &c.  I  was  chiefly  upon  the  offensive,  against  the 
adversaries  of  our  common  faith,  demanding  of  them  some  clear  and 
good  proof  of  their  pretensions  in  this  momentous  controversy ;  since 
they  had  hitherto  produced  nothing  considerable  enough  to  move  any 
wise  and  good  man  to  forsake  that  faith  which  has  so  long  and  so 
unwersaUy  obtained,  uid  with  such  visible  marks  of  a  Divine  power 
accompanying  it.  They  that  undertake  to  alter  the  fundamental  and 
universally  received  articles  of  the  Christian  faith,  which  may  be  traced 
up  to  the  very  infancy  of  Christianity,  or  as  high  as  any  records  reach, 
ought  to  be  well  provided  with  reasons  and  arguments  to  make  good 
such  big  pretences:  otherwise  they  do  but  render  their  cause  ridiculous, 
and  expose  their  own  vanity.  The  presumption  will  always  lie  (espe- 
ciaUy  in  a  point  of  this  moment,  in  which  it  can  hardly  be  supposed 
that  God  would  ever  have  suflered  his  Church  to  be  so  long,  so  univer- 
sally, and  so  lamentably  deceived)  on  the  side  of  prescription  and  long 
possession :  and  nothing  less  than  clear  and  evident  demonstration  can 
have  weight  sufficient  to  bear  up  against  it.  This  therefore  is  what  I 
had  reason  to  insist  upon,  and  what  I  still  demand  of  our  new  guides,  if 
they  hope  to  prevail  any  thing  with  considering  men.  I  may  further 
demand  of  them  to  propose  some  other  scheme  opposite  to  the  Catholic, 
and  to  dear  it  at  least  of  all  considerate  objections.    For  if  it  appears  that 
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6  PREFACE. 

there  are  l)ut  three  schemes,  in  the  main,  Arian,  Socinian,  and  Catholic, 
one  of  which  must  be  true ;  and  that  the  two  former  are  utterly  repug- 
nant to,  or  can  neither  of  them  be  shewn  to  be  consistent  with,  the 
whole  Scripture  taken  together ;  it  will  follow  that  the  third  is  the  true 
one,  unless  Scripture  be  inconsistent  with  itself;  which  is  not  to  be 
supposed.  This  way  of  proving  our  point,  though  indirect,  is  notwith- 
standing just  and  soUd ;  provided  we  can  make  it  appear  that  neither 
the  Arian  nor  Socinian  (or  what  is  nearly  the  same,  SabeUian)  kypo^ 
thesis  can  tolerably  account  for  several  Scripture  texts.  But  I  have,  in 
the  following  Sermons,  chose,  for  the  most  part,  to  proceed  more 
directly,  giving  the  direct  Scripture  proofs  of  what  has  so  long  and  so 
universally  prevailed ;  that  it  may  be  seen  that  we  have  a  great  deal 
more  than  prescription  or  possession  to  plead  for  our  principles.  They 
are  founded  in  the  infallible  word  of  God,  fixed  and  rivetted  in  the  very 
frame  and  constitution  of  the  Christian  religion.  If  our  proofs  of  this, 
merely  from  Scripture,  appear  but  probable,  they  are  yet  more  and 
better  than  can  be  produced,  merely  from  Scripture,  for  the  contrary 
persuasion  :  and  if  what  appears  but  probably  to  be  taught  in  Scripture 
itself  appears  certainly  to  have  been  taught  by  the  primtive  and 
Catholic  Church ;  such  probability,  so  confirmed  and  strengthened, 
carries  with  it  the  force  of  demonstration.  Not  that  I  think  our 
Scripture  proofs  to  be  barely  probable,  though  our  cause  would  not 
sufier  even  by  that  supposition.  I  think  them  as  dear  and  as  strong 
as  should  be  expected  or  desired  in  any  case  of  this  nature :  and  I 
know  not  whether  the  Scripture  proofs  of  the  Ditnnity,  even  of  God 
the  Father,  his  eternal,  immutable,  necessary  existence,  his  omniscience, 
omnipresence,  and  other  Divine  attributes,  might  not  be  eluded  and 
frustrated  by  such  subtilties  and  artifices  as  are  used  to  elude  the 
Scripture  proofs  of  the  Divinity  of  God  the  Son. 

It  must  however  be  allowed,  that  in  all  manner  of  controversy  which 
depends  upon  interpretation  of  dead  writings,  he  that  undertakes  to 
prove  a  point,  or  to  establish  a  doctrine,  Hes  under  this  disadvantage ; 
that,  as  long  as  there  appears  anj possibility  of  a  difierent  interpretation, 
an  adversary  may  still  demur,  and  demand  further  evidence.  Now, 
considering  the  great  latitude  and  ambiguity  of  words  and  phrases,  in 
all  languages,  (if  a  man  would  search  into  all  the  senses  they  are 
possibly  capable  of,)  and  that  even  the  most  full  and  express  words  may 
be  often  eluded  by  having  recourse  to  tropes  and  figures,  or  to  some 
other  artificial  turn  of  wit  and  criticism  ;  I  say,  considering  this,  there 
may  be  always  something  or  other  plausibly  urged  against  any  thing 
almost  whatever :  but  more  especially  if  the  point  to  be  proved  be  of  a 
sublime,  mysterious  nature  ;  then,  besides  the  advantage  to  be  taken  of 
words,  there  is  further  ground  of  scruple  or  cavil  from  the  thing  itself. 
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And  here  the  objector  has  much  the  easier  part,  as  it  is  always 
easier  to  puzzle,  than  to  clear  any  thing ;  to  darken  and  perplex,  than 
to  set  things  in  a  good  light ;  to  ask  questions,  than  to  answer  them ; 
to  start  difSculties,  than  to  solve  them.  In  a  word,  it  is  easier  for  the 
objector  to  shew  his  own  ignorance,  and  perhaps  the  other's  too,  than  it 
is  for  either  of  them  to  he  perfectly  knowing,  and  able  to  extricate  a 
subject  out  of  all  perplexity  and  doubtfulness.  Hence  it  is  that  both 
Arians  and  Socinians  have,  for  the  most  part,  been  content  to  obfect 
against  the  Catholic  scheme,  having  talents  very  proper  for  it,  but 
they  seldom  undertake  to  defend  and  clear  their  own  :  or  if  they  do, 
they  soon  see  reason  to  repent  it.  When  the  Socinian  is  to  prove  that 
Christ  is  a  man  only,  or  an  Arian  that  he  is  a  Qreature,  and  that  Scripture 
can  bear  no  other  possible  interpretation,  they  come  off  so  indifferently, 
and  with  such  manifest  marks  of  disadvantage,  that  they  do  but  expose 
themselves  to  the  pity  or  derision  of  their  adversaries. 

It  was  proper  to  observe  this,  in  order  to  give  the  common  reader  a 
just  idea  of  the  state  of  the  present  controversy,  and  of  the  method  and 
management  of  the  controver lists,  on  either  side.  The  way  to  judge 
rightly,  either  of  it  or  them,  is  to  compare  things  carefully  together, 
and  to  observe  how  they  perform  their  several  parts ;  which  are  redu- 
cible to  these  three:  i.  To  prove  and  establish  their  own  tenets ;  2.  To 
disprove  those  of  the  adversaries;  3.  To  object  to,  or  weaken,  the 
adversary's  proofs. 

For  the  purpose :  what  have  the  Catholics  to  produce  from  Scrip- 
ture in  proof  of  their  principles  ?  And  what  has  either  an  Arian  or 
Socinian  to  produce  in  proof  of  his  ?  Take  their  evidences  together,  set 
them  ^rly  one  against  another,  and  then  judge  of  them.  What  have' 
the  Catholics  to  urge  in  order  to  disprove  the  Arian  or  Socinian 
scheme?  And  what  again  has  either  Arian  or  Socinian  to  plead  in 
order  to  confute  the  Catholic  doctrine  ?  Let  these  respectively  be 
balanced  one  against  another,  and  let  the  impartial  examiner  judge 
which  has  the  advantage  upon  the  comparison.  Lastly,  let  it  be 
observed  what  the  Catholics  have  to  say,  to  weaken  the  proofs  brought 
either  for  the  Arian  or  Socinian  hypothesis  ;  and  again,  what  the  Arian 
and  Socinian  has  to  plead,  to  invalidate  the  proofs  brought  for  the 
Catholic  persuasion.  Upon  the  whole,  I  may  remark^  that  the  most 
difficult  task  of  all  is  to  establish  a  doctrine :  the  next  hardest  is  to 
disprove  or  confute  any  tenet ;  because  that,  in  some  cases,  (where  one 
of  the  two  must  be  true,)  is  establishing  the  contrary  :  the  lowest  and 
easiest  part  of  all  is  to  object  against  the  adversary's  proofs,  or  to  puzzle 
a  cause  among  weak  readers. 

These  things  being  premised,  I  may  now  proceed  to  take  notice  of 
two  late  pamphlets,  wrote  by  way  of  Answer  to  my  Vindication  of 
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Christ's  Divinity.  The  first  c^  theo^  iiuk^,  is  very  modestly  and 
properly  called,  Aa  A^wer  to  Dr.  Wat^iaod's  Queries,  otherwise. 
Modest  Plea  &c.  Continued,  by  an  ancmymous  hand.  I  was  surprised 
at  it,  because  the  Queries  had  received  an  answ^  long  ago ;  and  the 
world  expected  an  answer  to  my  Defence,  not  a  new  answer  to  the 
Queries.  I  will  not  say  that  the  author  was  in  hopes  the  common 
iteader  might  not  disdnguish  between  an  Answer  to  the  Queries  and  an 
'  Answer  to  the  Defence,  but  might  be  indifii^ently  content  with  either ; 
nor  that  he  thought  he  might  the  more  eaoly  triumph  over  the  Queries, 
after  he  had  exposed  them  again  naked  and  stripped  of  their  guards 
and  fences  :  I  am  unwilling  to  beheve  an  author  oi  any  name  or  cha« 
racter,  (as  this  seems  to  be,)  could  have  any  such  low  aims  and  litde 
views  as  those  menti«aed.  But  I  must  observe,  that  the  author,  in  his 
performance,  is  religioi^sly  observant  of  his  title :  for  he  brings  up  fre- 
quently the  very  same  pretences  which  I  had  fully,  largely,  and  dis- 
tinctly answered  in  my  Defence,  without  taking  the  least  notice  of 
what  I  had  said  :  for  his  intent  was  not  to  answer  my  Defence,  it  seems, 
but  my  Queries.  Whether  this  be  a  proper  method  to  clear  a  dispute, 
and  to  do  justice  to  common  readers,  I  leave  to  any  man  to  judge. 
But  I  am  promised,  in  an  advertisement  at  the  end,  a  large  and  par^ 
ticular  answer  to  my  Defence,  &c.  which  I  shall  wait  for  with  great 
impatience,  being  desirous  of  nothing  more  than  to  see  this  controversy 
fairly  and  thoroughly  discussed  on  both  sides.  In  the  meanwhile,  I 
shall  content  myself  with  a  few  remarks  upon  Ihis  late  Answer  to  my 
Queries,  not  thinking  myself  obliged  to  go  so  far  out  of  my  way,  as  to 
draw  up  any  more  particular  reply  to  a  nameless  writer,  and  one  who 
does  not  appear  to  have  any  desire  or  deugn  to  have  the  point  dis^ 
tinctly  debated  and  cleared;  but  only  to  throw  a  mist  before  the 
readers,  and  to  fence  off  all  fair  trial  or  examination. 

I.  I  must  observe,  that  the  author  does  not  offer  any  particular 
scheme,  for  fear,  I  suppose,  of  being  called  upon  to  defend  it.  Yet  if 
he  at  all  knows  what  he  is  doing,  or  what  he  is  aiming  at,  it  is  the 
Arian  scheme  or  none  he  has  taken  up  with.  There  are  but  three 
possible  Bij^positions  of  God  the  Son,  considered  as  a  real  distinct 
Person.  Either  he  is  a  man  only,  which  to  say  is  Socinianism ;  or  he 
is  more  than  man,  but  yet  a  precarious  dependent  being,  depending  as 
much  on  the  will  of  the  Father  as  any  creature  whatever,  and  conse- 
quently a  creature;  which  to  say  is  jirianism,  and  the  whole  of 
Arianism,  however  variously  expressed  or  differently  disguised :  the 
third  supposition  is,  that  the  Son  is  necessarily  existing,  uncreated,  and 
properly  Divine,  which  is  the  Catholic  doctrine. 

Now  this  writer  is  evidently  no  Socinian  nor  SabeUian ;  and  from  the 
whole  tenor  of  his  performance  it  is  plain  he  is  no  Catholic,  in  the 
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sense  before  giyen :  it  remains  only  that  he  is  either  an  Arian,  or  else 
hangs  between  two,  floating  and  fluctuating  between  Catholic  and 
Arian ;  which  is  the  most  £aYOurable  opinion  that  can  be  conceived 
of  him. 

2.  As  tins  writer  pretends  not  to  maintain  any  particular  scheme 
opposite  to  the  Catholic  doctrine,  so  it  may  be  observed,  that  he  con- 
stantly avoids  coming  to  the  pinch  of  the  question  between  CathoUcs 
and  Arians.  He  never  so  much  as  attempts  any  the  least  proof  of  God 
the  Son's  being  a  creature ;  never  undertakes  to  justify  creature  worship; 
never  endeavours  to  clear  the  Arian  scheme  of  the  difficulties  which  I 
had  charged  it  with  in  several  places  of  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  and  par- 
ticularly in  p.  556.  where  I  summed  up  the  principal  of  them  under 
five  heads.  He  is  so  for  from  this,  that  he  commonly  turns  opponent^ 
though  he  had  undertaken  the  part  of  respondent;  and  by  his  deep 
silence,  in  respect  of  the  most  considerable  difficulties,  seems  tacitly  to 
allow  that  they  are  not  capable  of  any  just  and  solid  answer.  I  had 
asked  only  a  plain  question,  that  I  might  come  to  the  point  in  hand, 
"  whether  the  same  characteristics,  especially  such  eminent  ones,  can 
*'  reasonably  be  understood  of  two  distinct  beings,  and  of  one  infinite 
"  and  independent ;  the  other  dependent  and  finite  ?"  Qu.  6.  This 
gentleman  desires  to  be  excused  from  saying  one  word  of  dependent 
or  i9tdependent ;  and  calls  it  an  invidious  insinuation,  to  mention  a 
syllable  of  Jinite  and  infinite,  p.  13.  This  was  coming  to  the  question, 
and  therefore  the  pomt  was  not  to  be  touched.  He  runs  off,  and  talks, 
somewhat  confusedly,  about  some  prime,  greatest,  incommuniccAle  perfec- 
tion, {objecting  only,  when  it  was  his  business  to  respond,)  not  telling  me 
whether  he  meims  it  of  necessarily  existing,  or  only  of  unbegotten.  If 
he  means  it  of  the  former,  making  necessary  existence  and  self-existence 
the  same  thing,  then  I  shall  tell  him,  that  he  has  no  manner  of  ground 
for  supposing  that  that  perfection  is  not  common  both  to  Father  and 
Son :  and  if  that  be  also  Dr.  Clarke's  notion  of  self-existence,  I  shall 
then  observe,  that  the  Doctor's  propositions  (particularly  his  5th,  1  ith, 
14th,  19th,  23d,)  are  not  so  innocent  as  this  vniter  would  represent 
'them,  but  are  unscripturai,  false,  and  dangerous.  If  he  means  it  of 
unbegotten,  1  shall  leave  him  to  prove,  at  leisure,  what  real  perfection 
beyond  a  relation  of  order,  or  mode  of  existence,  is  contained  in  it. 
In  the  mean  while,  what  becomes  of  the  Query,  which  demanded  a  clear 
and  determinate  answer,  whether  the  Son  be  foute  or  infinite,  whether 
his  existence  be  precarious,  or  independent  on  the  will  of  any  ?  A  direct 
answer  to  this  would  soon  have  let  our  readers  into  the  main  debate,  to 
be  tried  by  Scripture,  reason,  and  antiquity.  I  give  this  instance  only 
^r  a  specimen  of  the  author's  manner  of  evading  and  shifting,  whenever 
he  comes  to  the  pinch  of  the  question  :  the  reader  will  observe  many 
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more  such,  in  the  penisal  of  the  whole  pamphlet.  It  is  very  plain 
then,  that  this  writer  never  means  to  give  us  an  opportunity  of  confut- 
ing his  principles,  if  they  happen  to  be  contrary  to  ours  ;  because  he 
cares  not  to  own  them,  however  invited  or  provoked  to  it.  The  most 
that  he  aims  at  is  the  safest,  lowest,  meanest  part  6f  a  disputant,  who 
happens  to  have  a  cause  which  he  dares  not  confide  in  ;  and  that  is,  to 
object,  cavil,  and  find  fault  with  something  which  he  likes  not,  without 
ever  so  much  as  offering  any  thing  better  in  its  stead,  or  submitting  what 
he  has  to  propose  to  the  examination  and  judgment  of  the  learned. 

3 .  It  is  worth  observing  what  this  writer  says  to  the  two  main  points 
in  debate  between  the  Catholics  and  the  Arians,  viz,  the  consubstantiality 
and  eternity  of  God  the  Son.  He  speaks  indeed  of  Dr.  Clarke  ;  but  I 
suppose  he,  at  the  same  time,  gives  us  to  understand  what  his  own 
sentiments  are.  "  There  is  nothing  in  any  of  the  Doctor's  assertions, 
*'  but  what  holds  equally  true  upon  all  (the  possible)  hypotheses  con- 
"  ceming  either  the  metaphysical  substance  or  eternity  of  the  Son,"  p.  29. 
"  All  his  propositions  are  equally  true  and  certain  both  from  reason 
•'  and  Scripture,  whatever  the  substance,  and  how  unlimited  soever  the 
*'  duration  of  the  Son  be,"  p.  6y,    See  also  p.  23,  24,  27,  28,  43,  51. 

It  is  some  satisfaction  to  us,  that,  as  this  gentleman  pretends  not  to 
hold  €tny  scheme  of  his  own,  so  neither  does  he  attempt  to  confute  ours. 
All  that  we  insist  on  and  contend  for  may  be  true  and  right,  for  any 
thing  he  has  to  say  to  the  contrary  ;  which  is  very  obliging,  especially 
considering  that  he  speaks  both  for  Dr.  Clarke  and  himself.  For 
though  we  have  no  reason  to  apprehend  any  thing  from  the  Doctor's 
arguments,  yet  his  very  name  and  character  may  do  our  cause  harm, 
among  many,  if  it  be  thought  that  he  has  declared  plainly  against  us. 
This  writer  charges  me  with  "  palpable  and  direct  calumny,"  p.  28,  for 
saying  that  Dr.  Clarke  every  where  denies  the  consubstantiality.  Softer 
words  might  have  done  as  well,  in  one  that  professes  "  not  to  render 
"  evil  for  evil,  nor  railing  for  railing."  I  had  certainly  no  intention 
to  calumniate  the  Doctor ;  I  gave  my  reasons  for  what  I  said,  which 
have  not  been  answered ;  I  did  not  lay  any  thing  to  his  charge  more 
than  what  the  Country  Clerg3nman,  and  Mr.  Emlyn,  and  several  others, 
wKo  are  thought  the  Doctor's  friends,  believed  of  him  as  well  as  I. 
I  will  not  say  what  may  be  pleaded  to  make  good  the  charge,  from 
the  Doctor's  own  books,  from  the  whole  drift  and  tenor  of  them,  besides 
many  particular  passages,  and  what  from  this  very  piece  wrote  in  his 
defence ;  nor  how  unaccountable  his  whole  conduct  relating  to  this 
controversy  is  on  any  other  supposition ;  nor  how  needless  it  is  to 
prove  what  hardly  friend  or  foe  makes  any  doubt  of.  Let  it  be  so, 
that  the  Doctor  has  neither  directly  nor  by  necessary  consequence 
denied  either  the  consubstantiality  or  eternity,     I  am  more  willing  to 
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have  it  thought  that  the  charge  is  false  and  gronndlesB,  than  this  author 
imagines ;  and  gladly  take  this  opportunity  of  acquainting  the  world 
that  the  Doctor  has  less  to  say  against  the  received  doctrine,  than  was 
once  helieved  of  him.  I  am  always  very  averse  to  representing  any 
man  worse  than  he  really  is,  especially  such  a  man  as  Dr.  Clarke,  who 
may  be  a  credit  to  our  cause,  as  soon  as  it  appears  that  he  does  not 
really  differ  from  us. 

I  am  very  unwilling  that  any  man  of  sense  and  learning  should  be 
thought  an  Arian,  (Arians  generally  have  been  men  of  a  different  cha- 
racter ;)  and  if  it  can  be  made  appear  either  that  the  Doctor  never  was 
such,  or  has  ceased  to  be  such,  upon  further  views,  (his  own  good 
sense  leading  him  at  length  out  of  it,)  I  shall  very  heartily  rejoice  at  it, 
and  acknowledge  my  mistakes  or  misrepresentations  with  infinitely 
greater  pleasure  than  I  could  ever  be  supposed  to  make  them.  If  the 
Doctor  has  really  denied  no  consubsiantiality  that  either  the  Ante- 
Nicene  Fathers  or  the  Council  of  Nice  intended,  (as  this  author  says 
he  has  not,  p.  27,  28.)  I  am  very  glad  of  it,  and  desire  no  more  than 
that  the  Doctor  do  sincerely  acknowledge  the  same,  and  abide  by  it : 
and  I  hope  that  those  who  pretend  to  have  the  Doctor's  authority  to 
countenance  them  in  their  opposition  to  the  received  doctrine,  (the  same 
which  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  and  Council  of  Nice  taught,)  will 
take  special  notice  of  it.  What  is  it  then  that  the  Doctor  and  we  diflfer 
about?  This  author  wiD  tell  us:  the  Doctor's  *'  three  hundred  texts 
"  were  brought  to  prove  a  subordination,  not  in  mere  position  or  order 
"  of  words,**  &c.  p.  40.  "  The  Son  must  be  subordinate  to  the  Father 
"  in  real  order  of  nature  and  dignity,  and  not  in  mere  position  oftcords," 
p.  29.  '•  The  subordination  of  the  Son — is  not  a  subordination  merely 
"  nominal,  consisting  (according  to  Dr.  Waterland)  in  mere  position  or 
"  order  of  words — ^but  it  is  a  real  subordination  of  the  Son  to  the  Father, 
"  in  point  of  authority  and  dominion  over  the  universe.  This  is  the 
"  main,  the  true  and  only  point,"  &c.  p.  57,  58.  Let  us  see  then,  if 
this  main,  this  true  and  only  point  can  be  any  way  adjusted  between  us  : 
for  we  are  very  desirous  to  have  the  learned  Doctor  on  our  side,  as 
nearly  as  possible ;  or  if  he  must  be  against  us  at  last,  the  less  the 
better,  both  for  him  and  us.  Perhaps  the  Doctor  is  with  us  in  the 
main,  only  has  happened  unfortunately  to  mistake  our  principles ; 
which  is  a  very  usual  thing  with  disputants  in  most  controversies. 
If  he  has  the  same  notion  which  this  author  has,  that  Dr.  Waterland 
makes  the  subordination  to  consisjt  in  "  a  mere  position  or  order  of 
"  words,"  it  is  a  mistake  indeed ;  and  I  cannot  but  wonder  at  his  pecu- 
liar fancy.  I  always  intended,  always  spoke  of  a  real  subordination : 
but  then  I  considered  the  strict  force  and  propriety  of  the  word  subor^ 
dination,  implying  a  difference  of  order  only,  while  the  nature  is  supposed 
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efwU,  We  do  not  say  that  things  of  a  lower  kind  are  mAordinate,  bat 
wferioT^  to  those  of  an  higher.  Brutes  are  not  subordinale,  but  inferior 
to  man ;  and  creatures  are  not  (in  strict  propriety)  subordinate,  but 
inferior  to  God.  I  allow  all  that  is  really,  truly,  and  strictly  subor- 
dination; excepting  against  nothing  but  inferiority,  (which  is  more 
than  subordination,)  and  division  of  substance,  such  as  is  between  two 
human  persons  acting  subordinately  one  to  the  other.  But  of  this 
matter  I  had  declared  my  mind  fully  and  distinctly  in  my  Defence, 
vol.  i.  p.  442,  and  therefore  wonder  the  more,  how  I  came  to  be  so 
strangely  misunderstood  by  this  writer.  If  the  Doctor  will  be  contented 
with  a  real  subordination,  (admitting  no  inferiority^  no  inequality  of 
nature,)  he  and  I  need  not  differ.  But  if  he  carries  the  pomt  one  tittle 
farther,  I  desire  to  know  what  sense  or  meaning  he  can  possibly  have 
in  it,  without  making  the  Son  of  God  a  creature :  which  if  he  does,  I 
hope  I  shall  no  longer  be  charged  with  calumny ;  and  that  the  Doctor 
will  think  himself  obliged,  not  to  say,  or  to  insinuate  it  only,  but  to 
prove  it  (if  possible)  from  Scripture,  reason,  or  antiquity.  There  will 
be  no  occasion  to  stand  upon  any  nicety  of  'expression.  We  shall 
apprehend  his  meaning,  if  he  pleases  only  to  say  plainly,  that  the  Son 
is  not  necessarily  existing ;  which  may  be  a  softer  way  of  saying,  that 
he  is  a  precarious  being ;  which  is  another  phrase  for  creature-  The 
Modest  Pleader,  indeed,  has  spoke  out<^;  and  a  certain  gentleman  that 
calls  himself  a  seeker  after  truth,  and  pretends  to  be  in  Dr.  Clarke's 
interest,  says,  in  the  name  of  the  whole  party,  that  they  are  not  back- 
ward  to  express  their  denial  of  Christ's  necessary  existence;  but  that 
they  avowedly  maintain,  with  the  most  ancient  Fathers,  (that  is,  so  far 
as  he  knows  any  thing  of  the  Fathers,)  that  the  Son  is  not  necessarily 
existing^.  Had  Dr.  Clarke  not  been  backward  in  saying  this,  or  had  he 
avowedly  and  plainly  maintained  it,  it  would  have  saved  us  some  trouble: 
and  I  must  then  have  insisted  upon  it,  from  that  single  consideration, 
that  every  tittle  of  what  I  charged  him  with  was  just  and  undeniable. 
He  does  indeed  drop  something  very  like  it,  (Reply,  p.  230,  23 1.)  but 
if  that  be  really  his  meaning,  (which  however  I  charge  him  not  with,) 
and  if  his  propositions  are  to  be  interpreted  accordingly ;  this  author 
does  very  ill  in  pretending,  that  I  have  not  attempted  to  refute  the 
Doctor's  principal  propositions,  when  my  whole  book  is  directly 
levelled  against  that  very  tenet ;  and  is  (if  I  do  not  too  much  flatter 
myself)  a  full  confutation  of  the  Doctor's  principal  propositions,  sup- 
posing he  meant  necessarily  existent  by  self -existent,  I  was  once  of 
opinion  (but  let  it  pass  for  conjecture  only)  that  the  Doctor,  having  a 
mind  to  introduce  the  Arian  heresy,  thought  to  do  it  obliquely ;  not  by 
calling  the  Son  a  creature,  which  is  gross,  but  by  denying  his  necessary 
»  Modest  Plea,  Ac  p.  17,  317.  b  Second  Letter  to  Dr.  Mangey,  p.  27. 
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existence^,  which  comes  to  the  same  thmg  :  and  yet  this  was  to  be  done 
covertly,  under  the  name  of  self-existence ;  a  word  with  two  faces,  one 
to  oblige  friends,  the  other  to  keep  off  adversaries.  But  this  may  be 
my  fancy  only.  One  thing  however  I  must  observe,  that  if  the  Doctor 
has  any  design  against  the  necessary  existence  of  the  Son,  he  has  not 
so  much  as  one  single  text  of  Scripture  to  help  him  in  it.  He  most 
be  obliged  to  the  Fathers ,  (whose  verdict  nevertheless  he  will  not  stand 
to,)  even  for  so  much  as  a  colour  to  his  pretences ;  as  appears  by  his 
seventeenth  proposition,  which  stands  only  on  the  authority  of  Fathers; 
though  it  is  the  most  to  his  purpose  of  any  that  he  has,  and  seems  to 
come  the  nearest  to  the  point  in  question.  It  will  not  be  difficult  to 
disable  him  from  doing  any  thing  with  the  Fathers :  I  have,  in  a  great 
measure,  obviated  his  pretences  that  way  in  my  Defence  of  Query  the 
eighth.  It  will  be  easy  to  shew,  that  none  of  the  Fathers  looked  upon 
God  the  Son  as  a  precarious  being,  but  asserted  his  necessary  existence. 
This  is  certain  and  manifest  even  of  those  very  Fathers  who  speak  of 
a  voluntary  generation.  We  are  not  indeed  to  expect  the  word  neces- 
sary existence,  (a  school  term,  and  none  of  the  most  proper,)  but  the 
thing  we  shall  find,  in  other  words,  fully  and  clearly  asserted.  This 
writer  teUs  me,  (p.  15.)  that  I  have  not  been  able  to  produce  one  single 
passage  out  of  any  one  Ante-Nicene  Father,  wherein  the  Son  is  affirmed 
to  have  emaned,  or  been  emitted  by  necessity  of  nature.  He  might  have 
said  likewise,  that  I  could  not  produce  any  one  Post-Nicene  Father 
affirming  the  Son  to  have  emaned,  or  been  emitted  by  necessity  of 
nature :  that  is,  they  never  express  it  in  those  terms,  'Awyio;  in  the 
Greek,  and  necessitas  in  the  Latin,  had  not  the  same  sense  which  the 
word  necessity  bears,  when  we  say  that  God  exists  by  necessity  of  nature. 
It  shews  but  smaU  acquaintance  with  ecclesiastical  language,  for  Dr. 
Clarke  to  understand  by  dp^tcrj  KJyvtriK^,  and  ^vo-ccor  avayioj,  (Script. 
Doctr.  p.  252,  253.)  the  same  that  we  understand  by  necessity  of 
nature.  The  Fathers  understood  by  it  outward  coaction,  force,  or  com- 
pulsion ;  and  what  we  express  by  necessity  of  nature,  they  expressed  by 
the  word  nature :  e,  g,  God  is  by  nature  good,  he  exists,  or  is  God,  by 
nature,  (^vo-ct,  or  jcar^  KJyva-iv,)  generates  a  Son  by  nature,  and  so  on, 
in  opposition  to  necessity,  which  (in  their  sense)  could  not  be  ascribed 
to  God  at  all<].   Such  as  denied  the  Son's  existing  by  necessity  of  nature, 

c  This  very  artifice  was  made  use  of  by  ainby  ttyai,  fioiKriffof  irpo^oAA^juovt,  &c. 

the  andent  Arians,  who  being  ashamed  to  Athanas.  Orat.  iii.  p.  610. 

caJl  the  Son  a  creature,  contrived  to  say  d  Vid.  Athanas.  p.  611.   Ambros.  de 

the  same  thing,  in  other  words,  by  deny-  Fid.  lib.  iv.  cap.  9.  p.  540.  Damasc.  de 

ing  his  necessary  extttence,    U&s  ob  Scf-  Fid.   Orthod.  lib.   iii.  cap.   14.  p.  a3i. 

teyvTot  roinwf  ^  iroXvfc^a\os  xayovpyia;  Hilar,  de  Synod,  p.  1184.   Basil,  oontr. 

Sri  KOfTourxyvB^^s  M  ry  A^«ir  •woitifm.  Eun.  ii.  p.  56,  57.  Cyrill.  Thesaur.  p.  53. 

ical  KrifffMy  fcal  oOk  ^  irpiv  y€vyri0p  6  rod  August,  de  Trin.  lib.  xv.  p.  993.  Epiphan. 

OcoS  tJyos,  &AA«5  ntUiv  Kriffyua,  \iyowraf  Anoorat*  n.  5 1.                                    g^ 
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would,  for  the  same  reason,  have  denied  likewise  that  God  exists  by 
necessity  of  nature.  Necessary  generation,  (as  we  call  it,)  they  expressed 
generally  by  Christ's  being  God  by  nature,  or  a  Son  hy  nature.  Upon 
the  whole,  we  may  leave  the  Doctor  either  to  give  up  the  Fathers,  or 
to  abide  by  their  authority,  just  as  he  pleases.  If  he  gives  them  up, 
he  has  not  one  text  of  Scripture  for  his  main  position,  (supposing  it 
his,)  that  the  Son  is  not  necessarily  existent :  if  he  abides  by  the  author- 
ity of  the  Fathers,  they  are,  when  rightly  imderstood,  plainly  against 
him,  (as  may  be  easily  made  appear,)  and  can  do  him  no  service.  But 
I  return  to  the  writer  of  the  pamphlet. 

4.  He  is  pleased,  in  his  Preface,  to  condemn  the  method  which  I 
have  taken  in  this  controversy.  But,  I  suppose,  little  regard  is  to  be 
had  to  the  judgment  of  an  adversary,  who  will  be  apt  to  condemn  such 
a  method  as  he  was  most  afraid  of,  and  commend  such  as  might  be 
most  advantageous  to  his  own  cause.  The  method  which  he  has 
chalked  out  for  me  is  as  follows.     Either, 

1 .  "To  shew  that  Dr.  Clarke  had  mistaken  or  misinterpreted  all,  or 
**  at  least  the  principal  texts  of  Scripture  which  he  has  cited."     Or, 

2.  "To  examine  the  truth  of  all,  or  the  principal  of  his  propositions." 
I  have,   in   effect,   done   this,   though   in   my   own   method.     But, 

however,  the  gentleman  should  consider,  that  many  of  the  Doctor's 
comments  and  propositions  are  purely  wide  and  foreign  to  the  dispute  ; 
excepting  only  that  the  more  pernicious  an  error  is,  so  much  the  more 
necessary  is  it  to  mix  a  g^eat  deal  of  truth  with  it,  to  make  it  go  down 
with  the  readers.  Many  more  of  the  Doctor's  comments  and  pro* 
positions  are  general  or  ambiguous,  looking  two  ways ;  having  properly 
no-  one  meaning,  because  no  determinate  meaning.  Such  being  the 
case,  I  took  the  short  and  plain  way,  which  is  always  the  best  when  a 
man  has  a  cause  he  can  confide  in  :  and  that  was,  to  cut  off  im- 
pertinences, and  to  come  to  the  main  question,  laying  ail  the  stress 
there.  Whatever  I  met  with,  in  the  Doctor's  books,  that  appeared  to 
make  the  Son  of  God  a  creature,  or  a  precarious  being,  or  not  neces- 
sarily existing,  (for  these  are  all  the  same,  without  any  difference,  more 
than  lies  in  the  syllables,)  I  endeavoured  to  confute ;  and  I  hope 
I  have  done  it.  The  learned  Doctor  may  now  open  himself ;  or  he  may 
let  it  alone  if  he  pleases  :  it  matters  not  what  his  tenets  are,  provided 
the  true  Catholic  tenets  be  preserved  and  maintained.  If  he  had  any 
ill  meaning  in  his  comments  or  propositions,  I  have  used  my  best 
endeavours  to  prevent  any  ill  effects  it  might  have  among  some  readers : 

See  some  other  references  in  Petavius  of  them  supposed  his  existence  tx)  he  neces^ 

de  Trin.  lib.  vi.  cap.  8.  p.  343.     As  to  sary,  (as  we  call  it,)  and  expressed  it  in 

Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  if  some  of  them  sudi  terms  as  they  expressed  the  netMwaiy 

supposed  the  genenUwOy  or  Tpo4\tvau,  of  existence  of  the  Father  by. 
the  Son  to  be  property  voluntary,  yet  all 
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if  he  had  not,  I  am  very  glad  of  it,  and  have  done  no  more  than 
explained  his  doctrine  for  him  to  an  orthodox  sense ;  which  he  ought 
himself  to  have  done  long  ago,  if  he  really  had  no  design  against  the 
CathoUc  received  doctrine  of  the  ever  blessed  Trinity.  But  enough 
of  this. 

I  must  here  take  notice  of  this  gentleman's  doctrine  about  worship  ; 
though  it  be  rather  obscurely  intimated,  than  plainly  expressed :  the 
kmvendo  way  of  writing,  as  I  take  it,  is  the  art  of  imposing  upon  the 
vulgar,  at  the  same  time  preventing,  as  much  as  possible,  the  examina- 
tion of  the  learned.  All  worship,  he  says,  should  '*  be  to  the  glory  of 
"  God  the  Father,"  (p.  57.)  Who  doubts  it  ?  I  hope  the  worship  of  the 
Son  is  to  the  "  glory  of  God  the  Father  :"  why  then  does  this  writer 
find  fault  ?.or  what  is  it  he  has  a  mind  to  say,  and  is  afraid  to  speak 
out,  "  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father  ?"  Has  he  some  secret  and 
reserved  meaning  ?  So  it  seems,  or  else  it  will  be  very  hard  to  make 
out  the  pertinency  or  consistency  of  his  observations.  He  directs  us 
(p.  64.)  "  to  worship  uniformly  tl^e  one  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  even 
"  our  Father  which  is  in  heaven,  through  the  intercession  of  his  only 
"  Son  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  in  the  manner  the  Scripture  directs.'* 
Do  not  all  Churches,  and  our  own  in  particular,  do  it  uniformly  and  in 
the  manner  the  Scripture  directs  ?  What  is  it  then  that  the  writer  aims 
at  ?  I  could  perhaps  point  out  what  it  is  that  offends  him.  Is  it  not 
either  that  direct  worMp  is  paid  to  the  Son  at  all ;  or  that  the  Son  is 
worshipped  as  God?  But  sure  the  author  is  not  so  rash  or  inconsiderate, 
as  to  advise  us  to  any  such  dangerous  innovation  in  worship,  either  to 
leave  out  the  Son  entirely,  or  not  to  worship  him  as  God,  What  could 
a  professed  Eunomian  or  the  rankest  Socinian  desire  more?  Can 
Dr.  Clarke,  (for,  I  suppose,  he  speaks  for  the  Doctor  and  himself  too,) 
can  Dr. Clarke  desire  this?  He  that  has  not  yet  determined  either 
against  the  consubstantiality  or  eternity  of  God  the  Son :  he  that  has 
only  a  few  scruples  about  subordination,  (owing  to  his  mistake  of 
Catholic  principles,  and  his  not  attending  to  strict  propriety  of  lan- 
guage,) hardly  in  the  main  differing  from  us,  if  this  writer's  pretences 
be  real  and  sincere ;  would  he  have  us  ungod  the  Son  in  our  practice, 
even  before  we  see  reason  to  alter  our  principles  ?  or  must  we  strike 
Chrisfs  Divinity  out  of  our  pubUc  service,  before  we  do  it  out  of  our 
articles  of  faith?  It  will  be  time  enough  for  the  Doctor  to  give  this 
advice,  after  he  has  declared  plainly  against  the  eternity  and  consub- 
stantiality  of  the  Son ;  after  he  has  not  only  declared  against  them,  but 
disproved  them,  which  he  can  never  do ;  after  he  has  made  it  as  clear 
as  the  sun,  that  the  Christian  world  have  been  in  an  error,  have  been 
idolaters,  from  the  beginning  downwards  to  this  day.  It  is  poor 
pretence  to  say  that  we  are  "  not  to  build  any  practices,  wherein  the 
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"  worship  of  God  is  immediately  concerned,  upon  metaphysical  specu- 
'*  laHona,  not  mentioned  in  Scripture,'*  p.  64.     The  Divinity  of  Christ 
is  a  Scripture  truth,  as  much  as  the  Divinity  of  the  Father ;  and  one  is 
no  more  a  metaphysical  speculation  than  the  other.     Besides  that  it  is 
strangely  improper  and  ahsurd  to  call  these  principles  pure  speculations, 
which  are  of  so  great  importance  for  the  regulating  our  worship,  that 
we  can  neither  omit  to  worship  Christ,  if  they  are  true,  without  the 
greatest  impiety ;  nor  perform  it,  if  they  are  false,  without  being  guilty 
of  idolatry.     In  short,  there  is  no  sense  in  what  this  writer  here  says, 
but  upon  the  supposition  that  Christ  is  really  a  creature ;  and  that  the 
dispute  only  were  whether  a  creature  might,  in  any  forced  improper 
sense,  be  said  to  be  eteinal,  or  consubstantial ;  which  indeed  would  be 
both  a  fruitless  and  an  impertinent  speculation,  after  giving  up  the 
whole  point  in  debate.     But  it  is  further  pretended  (p.  65.),  that  we 
''  should  confine  ourselves  to  the  clear  and  uncontroverted  expressions 
"  of  Scripture  concerning  them  (the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit)  and  the 
*'  honour  due  unto  them ;  and  this  is  undoubtedly,  upon  all  possible 
"  hypotheses,  right  and  sufficient  in  practice."     But  let  this  writer  tell 
us,  whether,  in  his  opinion,  every  thing  controverted  is  to  be  set  aside, 
or  only  what  is  justly  controverted.     The  former  would  come  properly 
enough  from   a  Deist,  who  will  make  Scripture  itself  a  controverted 
point ;  and  an  Atheist  would  still  go  further.     Let  this  gentleman  shew 
that  the  Divinity,  or  direct  worship  of  Christ  is  justly  controverted  :  tiU 
he  has  done  this,  he  has  said  nothing.     It  is  ridiculous  to  tell  us,  (if 
that  be  his  meaning,)  that  to  worship  the  Father  only,  leaving  out  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  is  sufficient,  *'  upon  all  possible  hypotheses  ;" 
when  upon  the  hypothesis  that  all  the  three   Persons  are  one  God, 
(which  is  something  more  than  an  hypothesis,)  no  one  of  the  Persons 
can  be  entirely  omitted  without  manifest  iniquity  and  impiety.     It  is  in 
vain  to  think  of  any  expedients  in  this  affiur,  while  our  doctrine  stands 
unconfiited.     There  is  no  room  left  so  much  as  for  a  neutrality,  in  the 
present  case.     For  I  will  be  bold  to  say,  and  bound  to  make  it  good, 
that,  all  circumstances  considered,  there  can  be  no  reasons  sufficient  to 
make   a  man  neuter  in  this  point,  but  what  would   be   sufficient  to 
determine  him  on  the  opposite  side, 

1  shall  here  take  leave  of  this  writer,  having  occasionally  remarked 
upon  some  passages  of  his,  by  way  of  note  to  my  Sermons ;  and 
designing,  God  willing,  to  consider  every  thing  material  (if  I  have  here 
omitted  any  thing)  hereafter ;  when  I  am  favoured  with  a  large  and 
particular  answer  to  my  Defence  of  some  Queries. 

There  is  another  writer  who,  in  a  sixpenny  pamphlet,  has  drawn  his 
pen  against  me.  It  is  entitled,  The  Unity  of  God  not  inconsistent  with 
the  Divinity  of  Christ :  (nominal  Divinity  he  means :)  being  Remaiks 
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on  the  Passages  in  Dr.  Waterland's  Vindication  &c.  relating  to  the 
Unity  of  God,  and  to  the  Object  of  Worship. 

The  author  is  a  grave,  sober  writer;  and   ingenuously  speaks  his 
mind,  without  any  doublings  or  disguises.     It  is  a  satisfaction  to  any 
man,  who  has  no  concern  for  any  thing  but  truth,  to  have  such  an 
adversary  to  deal  with;  for  then  it  is  soon  seen  what  we  have  to  do. 
Much  time,  much  trouble,  much  wrangling  is  saved :  we  presently  enter 
into  the  merits  of  the  cause,  for  the  ease  and  benefit  of  the  reader. 
This  writer  takes  the  /Irian  hypothesis  :  for  he  supposes  the  Son  to  have 
been  a  distinct  Spirit  (p.  7.);  to  have  been  GoiTs  instrument  in  the 
creation  (p.  26.);  not  to  be  true  God  (p.  34.) ;  to  have  been  ignorant 
of  the  day  of  judgment,  considered  in  his  highest  capacity,  t.  e.  as  the 
second  Person  0/ the  Trinity  (p.  8.).  Having  seen  his  drift  and  design, 
let  us  next  examine  his  performance.     He  does  not  undertake  to  shew 
that  the  received  doctrine  cannot  be  true ;  or  that  his  own  (t.  e.  the 
Arian)  must  be  true ;  one  of  which  I  might  reasonably  have  expected  of 
him,  since  he  pretends  to  have  drawn  up  an  answer  to  the  main  parts  of 
my  Vindication  &c.    But  he  is  content  to  shew  (so  far  as  he  is  able) 
that  his  doctrine  may  be  true,  notwithstanding  one  or  two  arguments 
which  I  have  made  use  of  against  it.     In  a  word,  he  undertakes  to 
prove  that  some  of  my  arguments  against  Arianism  are  not  conclusive* 
With  what  success,  I  come  now  to  shew ;  after  taking  notice  to  the 
reader,  that,  supposing  he  had  really  done  what  he  intended,  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  Arian  doctrine  must  be  true,  nor  that  there  are  not 
arguments  enough  to  prove  it  cannot  be  true ;  but  only  that  I  have  used 
an  argument  or  two,  which  alone  are  not  sufficient  for  my  purpose. 
One  considerable  objection  against  the  Arian  scheme  is,  that  it  stands 
in  opposition  to  the  first  and  great  commandment ;  introducing  two  Gods* 
and  two  objects  of  worship ;  not  only  against  Scripture,  but  abo  against 
the  unanimous  sense  of  the  Christian  Church  from  the  beginning,  and 
of  the  Jewish  Church  before ;  which  together  are  the  safest  and  best 
comment  we   can   have  upon   Scripture.     This   is   one    considerable 
objection,  among  many,  against  Arianism ;  and  is  what  this  writer  has 
undertook  to  answer.     He  appUes  himself  particularly  to  the  English 
and  unlearned  reader,  (p.  4.)  whom  he  hopes  to  satisfy ;  the  rather,  I 
suppose,  because  the  argument  is  learned,  and  must  lose  much  of  its 
force  and  strength  on  our  side,  when  stripped  of  its  additional  advan- 
tages from  history  and  antiquity  :  besides  that  the  unlearned  reader  (espe- 
cially in  this  controversy)  may  be  easily  imposed  upon  by  little  turns  and 
fallacies;  such  as  have  been  tried,  and  examined,  and  despised,  long 
ego,  by  those  that  have  been  thoroughly  read  and  conversant  in  these 
matters.     But  to  proceed  to  what  I  design,  by  way  of  remark  upon 
VOL.  II.  c 
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this  writer  and  his  performance :  the  sum  of  what  he  pretends  to  is 
contained  in  the  following  particulars : 

1 .  That  we  have  no  sufficient  groimds  for  charging  the  Arian  doc- 
trine with  the  beUef  or  worship  of  two  Gods. 

2.  Nor  for  our  own  doctrine  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God. 

3.  That  we  have  no  certain  warrant  for  appropriating  every  kind  and 
degree  of  religious  worship  to  God  alone. 

4.  That  mediatorial  worship  may  be  due  to  Christ,  though  not  true 
God,  or  supreme  God. 

5.  That  Dr.  Waterland  has,  in  effect,  given  up  the  main  of  what  the 
Arians  contend  for. 

These  several  particulars  (contaming  his  sense,  though,  for  brevity 
and  perspicuity,  expressed  in  my  own  words)  must  be  examined  in  their 
order. 

T .  He  pretends,  first,  that  we  have  no  sufficient  grounds  for  charging 
the  Arian  doctrine  with  the  belief  or  worship  of  two  Gods.  He  has  a 
particular  fancy  of  his  own,  that  the  phrase  two  Gods  signifies  two 
supreme  independent  Gods,  p>  32.  And  that  a  supreme  God  and  a  sub' 
ordinate  God  are  not  two  Gods,  p.  34.  I  shall,  first,  examine  his  reasons 
for  this ;  and,  next,  endeavour  to  convince  him  that  it  is  neither  true 
in  itself,  nor  would  answer  his  purpose,  if  it  really  were  true. 

He  observes,  from  Matt.  vi.  24.  that  two  masters  do  not  there  mean 
a  supreme  and  a  subordinate  master,  but  two  coordinate  or  independent 
masters,  p.  32.  He  could  not  have  pitched  upon  an  instance  less  to 
his  purpose.  It  may  appear  somewhat  harsh  to  put  God  and  mammon 
so  much  upon  the  level,  as  to  suppose  them  two  coordinate  or  inde^ 
pendent  masters :  but,  waving  that,  it  is  very  plain  that  the  text  is 
meant  of  two  opposite  or  disagreeing  masters,  whether  coordinate  or 
subordinate.  If  two  coordinate  masters  agreed  perfectly  together,  it 
would  be  as  easy  to  serve  both  as  one.  If  this  text  be  any  rule  for  the 
common  way  of  speaking,  two  coordinate  or  independent  masters  (pro- 
vided they  were  but  wise  enough  and  good  enough  to  agree  constantly 
in  every  thing)  could  not  be  justly  called  two  masters.  The  Trinitarian 
Tritheists,  if  there  be  any  such,  will,  I  suppose,  be  very  thankful  to 
our  author  for  this  discovery.  Upon  the  hardest  supposition  that  can 
be  made,  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  upon  these  principles,  will  stand 
perfectly  dear  of  Tritheism :  so  that  if  the  author  has  any  way  served 
his  own  cause,  he  has  at  the  same  time  been  extremely  kind  to  his  ad- 
versaries. But  what  hinders  this  text  from  being  at  all  serviceable 
either  to  one  or  the  other  is,  that  the  expression  here,  in  St.  Matthew, 
is  somewhat  particular  and  unusual ;  and  can  by  no  means  be  made 
a  rule  of  speech,  against  the  more  general  and  current  use  of  language. 
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This  writer  endeavours,  next,  to  find  some  instances  of  a  sovereign 
and  a  subordinate  king,  which  together  were  not,  or  are  not,  two  kings. 
He  instances  in  David  and  Solomon ;  who  were  not,  that  I  know  of^ 
each  of  them  a  king  at  the  same  time.  He  proceeds  farther  to  the  in- 
stance of  Pharaoh  and  Joseph  ;  that  is,  of  a  king  and  no  king :  and  he 
■instances  in  a  king  of  Great  Britain  and  a  lord  lieatenant  of  Ireland ; 
that  is,  again,  a  king  and  no  king :  so  hard  a  matter  is  it  any  where 
to  meet  with  two  that  are  kings,  and  yet  are  not  two  kings. 

He  observes,  next,  that  "  one  Saviour,  one  Master,  one  Potentate, 
^'  one  Father,  one  Lord,  one  Shepherd,  &c.  signify  one  supreme  Saviour, 
*'  Potentate,  Master,  &c.  and  so  two  Gods  must  necessarily  signify  two 
**  supreme  Gods,"  p.  33.  But,  for  any  thing  he  knows,  **  one  Saviour, 
"  one  Master,  one  Potentate,  &c.'*  may  as  well  signify  one  heavenly, 
-or  one  adorable,  or  one  necessarily  existent  Saviour,  Master,  Potentate, 
&c.  one,  in  some  distinguishing,  empkatical  sense,  whatever  it  be ;  yet 
^ot  excluding  what  essentially  belongs  to  that  one.  Our  blessed  Lord 
is  one  Lord,  (1  Cor.  viii.  6.)  and  yet  I  hardly  believe  our  author  will 
construe  it  one  supreme  Lord,  or  one  Lord  in  the  highest  sense.  He  is 
also  our  Saviour,  emphatically  and  eminently  so  styled ;  yet  this  writer 
win  not  from  thence  conclude  that  he  is  supreme  Saviour,  and  all  others 
(suppose  the  Father  himself)  subordinate  to  him.  This  author  therefore 
has  taken  a  very  uncertain  and  fallible  rule  for  the  interpreting  of 
emphatical  appellations.  Besides  that  if  one  God  signifies  one  supreme 
God ;  then,  since  all  but  the  supreme  God  are  excluded  from  being 
Gods,  in  any  religious  sense,  the  consequence  is,  that  an  inferior  God 
is  no  God ;  not  that  a  supreme  and  an  inferior  God  (were  they  really 
each  of  them  a  God)  are  not  two  Gods.  This  gentleman  then,  we  see, 
is  very  far  from  proving  his  point.  We  may,  in  the  next  place,  consider, 
whether  it  be  not  capable  of  a  dear  confutation. 

I  had  before  argued  that  one  God  and  another  God  make  two  Gods, 
or  else  one  of  them  is  no  God,  contrary  to  the  supposition :  which 
reasoning  is  so  plain  and  strong,  that  I  thought  it  might  be  trusted 
with  the  meanest  reader.  But  this  serious  gentleman  (I  know  not  why, 
except  it  be  that  he  is  not  used  to  consider  this  controversy)  suspects 
it  all  to  be  banter,  p.  36.  I  will  oflfer  one  argument  more,  which 
perhaps  may  take  with  him.  The  Pagans,  though  they  professed 
generally  (as  is  well  known  to  the  learned)  one  only  supreme  God, 
looking  upon  all  the  rest  as  subordinate  ministers  of  the  one  supreme, 
yet  stand  charged  with  Polytheism  by  the  Jews,  by  the  ancient  Chris- 
tians, by  the  common  consent  of  mankind.  Thus  Jupiter  and  Mercury 
(though  one  was  supposed  a  subordinate  minister  of  the  other)  were,  by 
the  Lycaonians,  spoken  of  in  the  plural  number  as  gods ;  that  is,  two 
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godst  Act8  xiv.  1 1 ,  12.  And  this  has  been  the  common  way  of  speaking, 
in  all  writers  I  have  met  with,  sacred  or  profane,  ancient  or  modem. 

But  what  if  the  customary  usage  of  language  had  been  otherwise ; 
does  this  writer  imagine  that  the  dispute  is  only  about  a  name  ?  If  the 
changing  of  a  name  would  set  all  right,  I  do  not  know  any  man  of  sense 
that  would  contend  about  such  a  trifle.  To  extricate  this  matter,  Poly^ 
theism  may  be  considered  either  in  a  stricter  or  a  larger  sense  :  it  may 
either  signify  the  belief  of  more  Chds  than  one,  in  the  proper  sense  of 
necessarily  existing,  supreme,  &c.  (in  which  sense  there  have  been  few, 
very  few  Polytheists ;  the  Pagans  themselves,  generally,  were  not  Poly- 
theists  in  this  sense ;)  or  it  may  signify  the  receiving  more  Gods  than 
one,  in  respect  of  religious  worship,  whatever  opinion  of  those  Gods 
they  may  otherwise  have.  It  is  this  kind  of  Polytheism  which  the^r^i 
commandment  has  chiefly  respect  to :  and  it  is  the  same  that  Pagans, 
Arians,  and  Socinians,  stand  justly  charged  with.  Should  any  man 
alter  the  name,  the  thing  would  be  the  same  still.  For  suppose  we 
should  not  call  it  Polytheism,  it  would  not  appear  at  all  the  better, 
under  the  name  of  idolatry  ;  which  it  really  is,  as  well  as  Polytheism, 
I  must  observe  farther,  that  though  the  Arians  or  Socinians,  or  other 
such  Polytheists,  do  not  believe  in  two  supreme  Gods,  and  so,  in  that 
respect,  are  not  speculative  Tritheists,  or  Ditheists ;  yet  by  paying 
worship,  religious  worship,  (the  incommunicable  honour  due  to  the  supreme 
God  only,)  to  two  Gods,  they  do  by  construction  and  implication,  though 
not  in  intention,  make  two  supreme  Gods ;  and  consequently  are  practical 
Ditheists,  at  least,  even  in  the  highest  and  strictest  sense  of  Ditheism, — 
Thus  much  may  suffice  for  the  first  particular.  This  author  has  not 
cleared  the  Arian  doctrine  from  the  charge  of  receiving  two  Gods  :  nor 
if  he  had,  would  his  cause  be  at  all  the  better  by  changing  the  name 
from  Polyt/teism,  or  Ditheism,  to  that  of  idolatry.  Not  to  mention  that, 
upon  his  principles,  it  is  the  easiest  thing  in  the  world  for  the  CathoUcs, 
admitting  a  subordination  of  order,  to  get  perfectly  clear  of  Tritheism, 
which  is  the  grand  objection*  :  besides  that,  in  his  way  of  explaining 
the  exclusive  terms,  the  Catholics  will  easily  answer  every  text  he  can 
bring  to  prove  the  Father  only  to  be  the  true  God :  for  it  is  only  saying 
that  he  is  so  emphatically,  or  unoriginately,  and  the  Son  may  be  true  God 
and  necessarily  existing  notwithstanding  :  so  that  if  this  writer  has  at  all 
weakened  one  of  our  argumeifls  against  the  Arians,  he  has,  at  the  same 

e  Just  and  wise  is  the  reflection  of  a  Koyifffiuy  icol  dc^n^ro,  <rol  i^  xap4fuw^ 

judicious   Father  on   this  head,  in  the  €(6rriSi  koI  ct  6  x6yos  ^crO^i^crc,  Kputrtrov 

following  words.     M^c  rh  1^5  rpiB^tas  Ktififiy  iv  r<ns  Xayurfiots  fierii  rr/t  dSTrylas 

HyKKrifia  cuaxw^fj  c»^  ^^  'col  &AA05  Kuf'  rov^rveifiarosy  fj  xpovx^t-pofs  iurt^ffcu,  riir 

Sweirp  r^u  iiB^cuf,  ^  yhp  ovy4\v(raSy  ^  pcurr^inivZi^Kovra,  Greg. Nazianz,  Orat, 

^wfiwSpriffas,  fi  6  ft^y  iyavdyriff«  fitrh  rw  xxiii.  p.  432. 
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time,  Tery  kindly  cut  the  sinews  of  all,  or  however  of  the  most  con- 
siderable arguments  of  the  Arians  against  us;  and  so  has  really  disserved 
his  own  cause,  more  than  he  has  served  it. 

2.  The  second  particular  which  I  propose  to  examine,  is  his  pretence 
that  "  we  have  not  sufficient  grounds  to  conclude  that  Father  and  Son 
are  one  Grod."  He  does  not  undertake  to  examine  or  confute  all  we 
have  to  urge  upon  that  head :  but  so  much  o«ly  as  we  urge  by  way  of 
proof  of  Christ's  Divinity.  We  are  used  to  plead  thus  :  the  Father  is 
God,  and  the  Son  God,  and  yet  God  is  one :  therefore  Father  and  Son 
are  one  God.  This  is  the  argument  (though  rather  too  briefly  expressed) 
which  he  labours  to  confute  for  many  pages  together.  We  are  now  to 
see  how  he  has  performed. 

He  observes  tiiat  God  is  the  only  Saviour,  Othniel  also  a  Saviour  ; 
and  yet  God  and  Othniel  are  not  one  Saviour,  p.  17.  Again,  God  only 
18  holy,  a  Bishop  must  be  holy  ;  and  yet  God  and  a  Bishop  are  not  one 
holy  being,  p.  19.  God  only  is  Master,  some  men  are  masters,  and  yet 
God  and  an  earthly  master  are  not  one  master.  These  things  he  delivers 
serioutfy,  without  the  least  air  of  banter;  and  goes  on,  in  the  simplicity 
of  his  heart,  with  the  like  instances  to  the  number  of  twenty-eight,  as  he 
observes,  p.  30.  I  am  very  willing  to  take  his  word  without  counting 
them ;  nay,  and  to  add  two  or  three  more  to  the  number.  For  God  is  one, 
and  Moses  was  God;  and  yet  God  and  Moses  were  not  one  God.  God 
is  one,  and  the  Devil  is  God,  (2  Cor.  iv.  4.)  and  yet  God  and  the  Devil 
are  not  one  being.  Angels  are  gods,  and  magistrates  gods  ;  and  yet  God 
with  his  angels,  or  with  magistrates,  does  not  make  one  being.  This  \% 
fio  plain,  that  even  the  Trinitarians  (blind  as  they  are  thought)  both  see 
and  confess  it :  which  had  the  author  considered,  he  might  have  saved 
himself  some  trouble,  and  as  nmch  waste  of  time.  The  short  of  the  case 
is  this :  though  there  be  gods  many,  and  lords  many,  yet  there  is  but 
one  Grod  and  Lord  to  be  honoured  with  religious  worship  :  now  Christ 
is  God  and  Lord,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  be  honoured  vdth  religious 
worship  ;  therefore  Christ  is  the  oiiff  God.  The  premises  I  have  proved 
in  my  Defence,  vol.  L  Qu.  16,  17.  The  conclusion  makes  itself.  This 
is  the  Catholic  argument,  which  I  leave  the  gentleman  once  more  to 
exercise  his  thoughts  upon ;  desiring  him,  particularly,  to  answer  my 
reasons  against  any  inferior  or  subordinate,  but  adorable  Gods.  I  easily 
perceive  now,  why  he  did  not  understand  a  plain  question  which  I  asked : 
where  did  the  Scripture  give  any  intimation  of  two  true  Gods  ?  See  what 
he  says  to  it,  p.  34.     1  know  but  one  God  that  is  to  be  worshipped; 

f  N.  B.  Every  argument  which  proves  inferred  afterwards.    The  argument  from 
Christ  to  be  God  in  the  strict  sense,  proves  taorship    proceeds    differently,     proving 
him  to  be  the  one  God,  since  Ood  is  one.  Christ  to  be  God  in  the  strict  sense,  be- 
But  in  that  way  Christ's  Divinity  is  pre-  cause  he  is  tlie  one  true  adorable  God. 
sappoted;   and  his  being  the  one  God 
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that  one  God  is  the  true  God ;  more  adorable  Gods  than  one  are,  by 
necessary  -construction  and  implication,  more  true  Gods. 

3.  The  third  particular  which  this  writer  insists  upon  (in  sejise,  I 
mean^  not  in  terms)  is,  that  we  have  no  sufficient  warrant  for  appro- 
priating all  kinds  and  degrees  of  religious  or  divine  worship  to  the  true 
God  only.  Here  indeed  lies  the  very  pinch  of  the  argument.  For  if 
all  religious  worship  be  upt  appropriate  to  the  one  true  God,  the  Arians 
(so  far  as  I  apprehend)  are  not  justly  chargeable  with  idolatry  or  Poly- 
theism, for  worshipping  a  creature ;  neither  is  our  argument  from 
worship  alone  sufficient  to  prove  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God.  I 
have  (in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  Qu.  16.)  shewn  at  large,  that  all  acts  of 
religious  worship  are,  in  Scripture,  appropriated  to  the  one  true  God, 
in  opposition  to  creature-worship.  I  have  to  Scripture  added  the  con- 
purring  sentiments  of  the  primitive  Christians.  I  might  have  added 
the  sentiments  likewise  of  the  ancient  and  later  Jews,  to  the  same 
purpose ;  which,  however,  the  reader  may  find  collected  in  Dr.  Cud- 
worth?.  This  argument  has  been  learnedly  and  accurately  handled 
by  many  great  men  (particularly  by  Bp.  Stillingfleet)  against  the 
Papists.  As  the  point  is  of  great  concernment,  so  the  evidence  appears 
every  way  answerable  to  it.  Greater  or  stronger  proofs  cannot  be 
expected,  or  reasonably  desired,  in  a  thing  of  this  nature,  than  express 
Scripture,  confirmed  by  the  concurring  sentiments  both  of  the  Jews 
before  Christianity,  and  the  CTiristian  Church  from  the  beginning  ; 
not  to  mention  what  may  be  farther  pleaded  from  the  nature  and 
reason  of  the  thing  itself.  This  writer,  on  the  other  hand,  has  little 
or  nothing  of  weight  to  oppose  to  such  a  cloud  of  witnesses.  He  does 
indeed  give  us  his  own  sentiments,  or  rather  wishes  :  for  if  you  ask  for 
proof,  he  has  none.  He  first  falls  to  conjecture  (p.  39.)  how  he  thinks 
this  matter  of  worship  might  stand  :  that  is,  supposing  he  had  had  the 
direction  of  an  afiair,  which  an  all-wise  God  has  took  into  his  own 
hands.  He  tells  us  how  it  might  be  reasonable  (that  is,  supposing 
he  is  wise  enough  to  dictate  to  God)  to  ask  pardon  of  Christ,  or  any 
other  blessings,  and  to  thank  him  for  them  upon  his  hypothesis,  i.  e. 
supposing  Christ  to  be  no  more  than  a  creature.  All  this  is  only 
guessing,  presumptuous  guessing.  P.  52.  he  lays  down  his  whole 
doctrine  concerning  worship  in  these  three  particulars  :  1 .  That  all  our 
worship  terminate  upon  the  one  supreme  God.  2.  That  it  be  not 
offered  to  other  Gods ;  any  farther  than  our  worshipping  of  them  is 
really  a  worshipping  of  him,  as  redounding  to  his  glory.  3.  That  it  be 
not  offered  to  other  Gods,  (that  is  his  sense,)  any  farther  than  the 
supreme  God  has  commanded. 

I .  As  to  the  first  rule,  it  is  groundless  and  insignificant.    Groundless, 

K  Ciidworth,  Intellect.  Sy8t.  p.  465,  &c. 
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because  he  can  produce  no  Scripture  proof  of  it.  We  can  easily  shew 
that  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped :  where  is  it  said  that  all  worship 
whether  offered  to  God  or  creatures,  must  terminate  upon  God?  He 
pleads  (p.  51.)  that  the  priests  serve  the  tabernacle,  (Heb.  xiii.  10.) 
which  service  of  theirs  terminated  upon  God.  But  let  him  shew  that 
serving  there  bears  such  a  sense,  as  when  we  are  said  to  serve  God  ;  or 
that  the  priests  worshipped  the  tabernacle ;  and  then  the  instance  may 
appear  more  to  the  purpose.  He  pleads  farther,  that  though  we  are  to 
serve  God  only,  yet  we  are  allowed  to  serve  others  also,  p.  51. 
Therefore,  I  suppose,  though  we  are  to  worship  God  only^  yet  we  may 
be  allowed  to  worship  others  also.  But  when  we  are  ordered  to  serve 
God  only,  religious  service,  not  every  kind  of  service,  is  intended ;  which 
religious  service  is  not  to  be  paid  to  creatures,  Rom.  i.  25.  not  to  those 
that  "  by  nature  are  no  Gods,"  Gal.  iv.  8.  Having  shewn  then  that 
this  first  rule  of  our  author's  is  groundless,  I  must  next  observe  that  it 
b  trifling  and  insignificant.  The  very  Papists  and  Pagans,  in  their 
grossest  idolatry  or  image-worship,  keep  up  to  this  rule.  They  terminate, 
at  least  intentionally,  all  their  worship  upon  the  one  supreme  God. 

2.  This  gentleman's  second  rule  for  worship  is,  that  it  must  not  be 
offered  to  other  Grods,  any  farther  than  our  worshipping  of  them  is 
really  worshipping  of  the  supreme  God,  as  redounding  to  his  glory. 
But  who  can  assure  us  that  any  worship  of  the  creature  is  really 
worshipping  of  God;  or  that  it  does  or  can  redound  to  God's  glory  ? 
Are  we  better  judges  of  what  is  properly  the  worshipping  of  God,  or 
of  what  is  most  for  his  glory,  than  God  himself  is  ?  If  this  gentleman 
can  prove  that  any  creature-worship  is  really  the  worshipping  of  God,  or 
that  it  redounds  to  God^s  glory,  he  will  then  do  something.  I  mention 
not,  that  both  Popish  and  Pagan  idolaters  pretend,  that  all  their  worship 
is  really  the  worshipping  of  the  one  supreme  God,  and  redounds  to  his 
glory.  But  Divine  wisdom  seems  to  have  fixed  the  afi^r  of  worship 
upon  quite  another  foot,  as  it  were  on  purpose  to  cut  off  all  such 
pretences  of  men,  wise  in  their  own  conceits. 

3.  The  last  rule  laid  down  by  this  writer  is,  that  worship  be  not 
offered  to  others,  any  further  than  the  supreme  God  has  commanded. 
This  is  a  safe  and  a  good  rule ;  and  I  wish  that  this  gentleman,  and 
such  others,  would  abide  by  it.  It  is  evident  from  the  whole  tenor  of 
Scripture,  that  God  has  not  only  not  commanded,  but  absolutely  pro^ 
hibited,  all  creature-worship;  and  laid  it  down  as  a  fundamental  rule, 
that  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped,  because  he  is  God,  in  opposition  to 
all  that  do  not  stand  possessed  of  those  excellencies  and  perfections 
which  belong  to  God.  If  therefore  this  rule  be  good,  as  it  certainly  is» 
all  creature-worship  is  for  ever  precluded  by  it.     I  proceed  to, 

4.  A  fourth  particular   maintained  by  this  writer,  viz.  that  media- 
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torial  worship  may  belong  to  Christ,  though  not  true  God,  or  supreme 
God.  But  he  has  not  proved  that  there  is  any  such  thmg  as  me- 
diatorial  worship,  distinct  from  Divine.  If  Christ  our  Mediator  is 
worshipped,  it  is  because  he  is  God  as  well  as  man,  a  Divine  Mediator. 
This  writer  cannot  prove  that  Christ's  mediatorial  office  is  the  ground 
ond  foundation  of  the  worship  which  we  are  commanded  to  pay  him :  but 
it  may,  on  the  contrary,  be  proved  that  it  is  not.  As  to  what  he 
pretends  from  John  v.  32,  23.  I  refer  the  reader  to  my  Defence  ai 
Qu.  19.  vol.  I.  which  this  gentleman  should  have  answered,  instead  of 
repeating  an  old  objection.  As  to  Phil.  ii.  9,  10,  11.  I  refer  to  my 
fifth  Sermon,  and  to  my  defence  of  Qu.  18.  vol.  i.  p.  189,  &c.  where  I 
shew  that  these  and  the  like  pretences  are  calculated  only  for  the 
Socinian  hypothesis;  and  come  very  absurdly  from  the  pen  of  an 
Arian.  As  to  Rev.  i.  5,  6.  and  v.  j2.  I  refer  to  my  Defence,  vol.  i. 
p.  195,  196.  which  this  gentlemaa  has  attempted  to  answer  in  part, 
but  has  not  done  it.  I  had  said,  "  that  the  essential  dignity  of  Christ's 
•*  Person  is  really  the  ground  and  foundation  of  honour  and  esteem, 
"  (and  consequently  of  worship,  the  highest  expression  of  both,)  which 
••  ought  always  to  bear  proportion  to  the  intrinsic  excellency  of  the 
•*  object,"  (Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  196.)  To  this  he  replies,  "that  if  we 
"  take  worship  to  signify  prayer  and  thanksgiving,  then  my  assertion  is 
'*  plainly  false :  for  the  essential  dignity  of  Christ's  Person  is  not  the 
"  ground  on  which  his  title  to  prayer  and  thanksgiving  is  founded."  To 
which  I  rejoin,  that  prayer  and  thanksgiving,  considered  merely  under 
the  notion  of  asking  a  favour,  or  giving  thanks  for  it,  (as  this  gentleman 
seems  to  understand  them,)  do, not  suppose  any  2>it;we  excellency  in  the 
person  we  ask  of,  or  give  thanks  to :  for  we  may  ask  a  favour  of  a  man 
or  an  angel,  present  with  us,  and  give  thanks  to  them  for  what  they 
have  done.  But  prayer  and  thanksgiving,  in  the  religious  sense,  con- 
sidered as  acts  of  worship,  suppose  Divine  excellency  in  the  object  we 
address  to>  God  having  commanded  all  worship,  properly  such,  to  be 
paid  to  Grod  alone,  making  it  thereby  incommunicable  to  any  creature. 
In  a  word  then,  prayer  and  thanksgiving,  under  one  consideration,  are 
founded  in  kindnesses  to  be  received,  or  already  received:  but  con- 
sidered as  parts  of  religious  worship,  they  carry  in  them  the  same 
significancy  which  sacrifice  or  any  other  instance  of  religious  worship 
does ;  are  outward  marics  and  expressions  of  that  honour  which  belongs 
to  God  only,  and  are  therefore  founded  in  the  essential  dignity  of  the 
person  to  whom  this  honour  is  paid.  This  writer  observes  justly  enough, 
(p.  43.)  "  that  there  would  be  no  obligation  either  to  prayer  or  thanks^ 
**  giving,  if  God  did  not  exercise  a  providence  over  the  world ;  and 
•'  from  thence  he  infers,  (p.  44.)  that  God's  government  of  the 
"  world  is  the  foundation  of  this  kind  of  worshq}.*'     This  may  be  true. 
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in  a  certain  sense,  and  very  Consistent  with  what  I  had  said,  according 
as  prayer  and  ihankigioing  may  be  taken  under  different  conceptions. 
I  considered  them  mider  such  precise  formality,  as  expremom  or  markt 
of  honour  :  and  that  my  reasoning  was  just,  is  capable  of  being  proved, 
even  with  the  evidence  of  demonstration,  I  shall  make  it  out  distinctly, 
step  by  step,  as  follows.  There  is  no  reason  why  I  should  esteem  or 
think  any  thing  thus  or  thus  excellent,  but  because  it  really  is  so ; 
therefore  the  intrinsic  excellency  of  the  thing  is  the  sole  foundation  of 
all  just  value  or  esteem.  Inward  honour  is  a  mental  acknowledgment 
of  that  esteem  which  I  have  of,  or  bear  towards,  the  thing  so  esteemed, 
and  consequently  rests  upon  the  same  foundation  :  worship,  considered 
as  an  outward  expression  or  mark  of  that  honour,  (as  it  must  be 
considered  when  once  appropriated  to  the  one  only  greatest  and  most 
excellent  Being^,)  rests  upon  the  same  foundation  that  the  honour 
does :  prayer  and  thanksgiving,  considered  as  parts  of  religious  worship, 
(and  consequently  as  marks  and  expressions  of  that  highest  honour, 
which  is  appropriate,  to  the  greatest  and  best  of  Beings,)  has  the  same 
foundation  which  all  worship  has ;  that  is,  which  honour  has ;  that  is, 
which  esteem  has ;  that  is,  the  intrinsic  excellency  of  the  object :  which 
was  to  be  proved.  There  is  no  answering  this,  but  either  by  denying 
prayer  and  thanksgiving  to  be  parts  of  religious  worship  ;  or  by  shewing 
that  all  worship  is  not  appropriate  to  God.  Thus  far  I  have  proceeded 
in  observing,  that  this  writer  has  not  been  able  to  make  good  his 
position,  that  the  worship  of  Christ  is  founded  on  his  mediatorial 
office.     The  contrary  may  be  proved  from  two  plain  reasons  : 

1 .  That  the  only  Scriptural  foundation  of  any  religious  worship,  is 
the  Divinity  of  the  person  to  be  adored,  in  opposition  to  all  creature- 
worship ;  as  I  have  formerly  proved  in  my  Defence,  &c.  vol.  i.  Qu.  i6. 
And  it  is  worth  observing,  how  naturally  and  how  easily  this  falls  in 
with  the  commands  to  worship  Christ ;  since  the  same  Scriptures,  which 
declare  him  to  be  adorable,  describe  him  also  as  God ;  and,  together 

b  I  shall  endeavour  to  illustrate  this  peHtioM)hehtApetiticnedhim^  be  would 

matter  for  the  sake  of  common  readers,  presently  have  been  told,  that  the  re- 

We   read  in  Daniel,  chap.  vi.  of  a  law  ceiving  a  petition  was  a  pririlege  of  the 

made  that  no  petition  should  be  offered  to  crown^  and  went  along  with  the  throne  ; 

any  one  for  thirty  daps,  save  to  the  king  that  there  could  not  now  be  any  legiJ 

only,  under  pain  of  high  treason.     By  foundation  for  it,  but  the  royalty  of  the 

that  law  petitions,  for  such  a  time,  were  person  to  whom  it  should  be  offered. 

appropriated  to  the  crown,  became  ensigns  Now,  put  for  royalty y  Divine  perfections  ; 

of  royai  dignity  and  majesty,  and  acknow-  and   for  petitions,  religious  prayer   and 

ledgroents  of  sovereignty  in  the  person  to  thanksgiving  ;    whidi  are  appropriated, 

whom  they  should  be  offered.     Should  not  for  thirty  days,  but  for  ever,  to  God  ; 

any  subject,  for  that  time,  have  made  a  and  it  will  appear  that  the  only  lawful 

petition  to  any  but  the  king,  and  have  foundation  o{  religious  prayer  and  thanks^ 

pleaded  that  the  person  to  whom  he  made  givink,  considered  as  [MUts  of  worship,  is 

it  was  capable  of  obliging  him,  and  upon  the  Divinity,  i.  0.  the  intrinsic  excellency 

that/otmka/fon  (the  sole  foundation  of  all  of  the  object. 
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with  the  name^  ascribe  to  him  likewise  those  Divine  perfections  which 
make  up  and  form  the  idea  signified  by  so  august  and  venerable 
a  name. 

2.  That  the  mediatorial  office  will  cease  at  the  day  of  judgment,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  the  foundation  of  that  worship  which  will  continue 
beyond  it;  even  for  ever  and  ever,  as  Christ's  worship  will.  See 
Rom.  ix.  5.  Heb.  xiii.  21.  i  Pet.  iv.  1 1.  2  Pet.  iii.  18.  Rev.  i.  5,  6. 
V.  12,  13. 

This  gentleman  demands  of  me  a  plain  Scripture  text,  where  it  is 
said  that  Christ  is  to  be  worshipped  as  being  God,  equal  to  the  Father. 
But  to  this  I  answer,  that  Scripture  supposes  men  to  have  common 
sense ;  and  therefore  when  Scripture  has  laid  down  one  only  rule  and 
foundation  of  worship,  and  it  appears  from  the  same  Scripture  that 
Christ  is  to  be  worshipped;  there  is  no  need  of  any  thing  farther, 
the  rest  follows  of  course.  Besides,  that  though  Scripture  has  not 
in  express  terms  said,  that  he  is  to  be  worshipped  on  that  particular 
account ;  yet,  since  Scripture  has  asserted  the  equality  of  the  Son  to 
the  Father,  in  more  places  than  one,  and  his  right  to  worship  too ;  a 
very  little  logic  will  suffice  to  shew  what  relation  these  two  things 
must  have  to  each  other. 

5.  A  fifth  particular  maintained  by  this  writer,  though  it  concerns 
myself  more  than  the  cause,  I  am  now  to  take  notice  of.  **  Dr.  Water- 
"  land,"  he  says  (p.  54.),  **  has,  in  one  passage,  given  up  both  points" 
{viz.  that  the  Son  is  God  in  a  lower  sense  of  the  word  God,  and  is  to 
be  worshipped  only  as  Mediator)  "  to  us."  But  where  have  I  said 
either,  or  any  thing  like  it  ?  I  have  given  nothing  up,  that  I  know  of, 
which  can  do  this  writer,  or  his  cause,  any  service.  I  have  said,  that 
the  Father  is  primarily  and  eminently  God,  Creator,  and  object  of 
worship  :  which  he  may  be,  without  supposing  him  to  be  God  in  any 
higher  or  any  different  sense  of  the  word  God,  Creator,  &c.  A  different 
'  manner  or  order  of  existing  or  operating  may,  in  many  cases,  be  suf- 
ficient to  ground  an  emphasis  upon,  (as  might  be  proved  by  plain 
instances,)  without  recurring  to  a  higher  and  lower  sense  of  the  words. 
As  to  the  allowing  of  a  subordination,  it  is  so  far  from  inferring  a  lower 
sense  of  the  word  God,  &c.  that,  in  strict  propriety  of  speech^  it  implies 
the  contrary ;  as  I  have  before  observed  more  at  large. 

Having  thus  examined  and  answered  the  most  material  pretences 
which  this  writer  insists  upon,  in  favour  of  Arian'ism,  or  in  opposition 
to  the  Catholic  doctrine,  I  might  now  take  my  leave  of  him.  But  it 
may  be  proper  first  to  say  something  to  a  pretended  contradiction,  which 
not  only  he,  (p.  6.)  but  the  Modest  Pleader  also,  (p.  48.)  has  been 
pleased  to  charge  me  with ;  as  it  is  usual  with  many  to  think  every 
thing  contradictory  which  they  cannot  readily  reconcile. 
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My  words  are,  (Defence,  voL  i.  &c.  p.  248.)  **  Each  divine  Person 
"  is  an  individual  intelligent  agent :  but  as  subsisting  in  one  undivided 
"  substance,  they  are  all  together,  in  that  respect^  but  one  undivided 
"  intelligent  agent."  This,  they  tell  me,  is  to  say,  that  three  persons 
are  one  person.  But,  if  they  please  to  think  again,  they  will  find  it  is 
no  more  than  saying,  that  person,  and  undivided  intelligent  agent,  are 
not  reciprocal.  Undivided,  or  individual,  intelligent  agent,  like  the 
phrase  individual  being,  may  admit  of  a  stricter  and  a  larger  sense. 
When  this  writer  is  able  to  fix  a  certain  principle  of  individuation,  he 
may  then  perhaps  have  something  of  colour  for  the  charge  of  contra-^ 
diction.  See  this  matter  more  distinctly  and  fully  explained  in  my 
Defence,  &c*  vol.  i.  p.  122. 

I  have  detained  my  reader  long  enough,  I  fear  too  long,  in  the 
Preface.  But  I  was  willing,  having  this  fresh  opportunity  of  appearing 
in  public,  to  take  some  notice  of  those  two  pamphlets,  (the  only  ones 
that  deserved  it,)  which  had  objected  to  my  Vindication  of  Christ's 
Divinity,  vol.  iv.  If  I  have,  either  through  haste,  or  through  a  desire 
of  brevity,  slipped  over  any  thing  of  real  weight,  or  that  may  create  any 
scruple  or  difficulty  with  impartial  and  considering  men  ;  I  shall,  when 
apprised  of  it,  (if  God  permit,)  carefully  and  fully  examine  and  discuss 
that,  and  whatever  else  falls  within  the  compass  of  what  I  have  under- 
taken, namely,  the  point  of  Christ's  real  Divinity,  in  opposition  to  the 
pretended  Divinity  maintained  by  the  Arians. 

I  should  just  observe  to  the  reader,  that  some  of  the  Sermons,  as 
they  appear  in  print,  are  somewhat  longer  than  when  preached.  The 
three  last  especially  are  so,  which  I  was  obliged  to  shorten  in  the 
preaching,  passing  over  several  pages,  for  fear  of  keeping  the  audience 
too  long.  Some  notes  I  have  here  and  there  added  at  the  bottom,  since 
the  Sermons  were  dehvered ;  though  much  the  greater  part  were  pre- 
pared before.  I  thought  it  very  proper  to  intermix  all  along  with 
Scripture,  the  testimonies  of  the  ancients,  as  the  best  comments  upon  it. 
The  reader  will  be  the  better  satisfied  in  having  a  view  of  both  together; 
and  our  adversaries  may  perhaps  see  cause  to  abate  of  their  unreasonable 
and  unaccountable  boasts  that  way,  when  it  appears  from  so  many  plain 
and  clear  proofs,  that  their  pretences  to  antiquity  are  groundless,  and 
their  faith  novel  as  it  is  false. 

I  cannot  here  forget  to  mention  my  obligations  to  the  Reverend  Dr. 
Knight,  of  St.  Sepulchre's,  London  ;  whose  great  learning  and  judgment 
are  equal  to  his  singular  modesty  and  ingenuity  ;  and  to  whose  judicious 
observations  it  is  owing,  that  the  following  Sermons  appear  more  cor- 
rect, and  may,  I  hope,  be  more  useful,  than  they  would  otherwise  have 
been. 
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Christ  God  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense : 

OR 

CHRISTY  DIVINITY 

ASSERTED 
FROM  JOHN  I.  I. 


The  first  Sermon  preadied  Sept  9, 1719. 


John  1. 1. 

In  the  beginninff  was  the  Wordy  and  the  Ward  was  toith  God^  and 
the  Word  was  God. 

oAINT  John  the  beloved  Disciple,  the  undoubted  author  of 
this  Gospel  which  bears  his  name,  was  the  youngest  of  the 
Apostles,  and  survived  the  rest  many  years.  He  saw  so  much 
the  more  of  the  state  of  Christianity,  and  of  the  progress  it 
made  under  two  persecutions ;  the  first  by  Nero,  the  second  by 
Domitian.  Under  the  latter,  he  himself  had  inevitably  suiTered, 
had  not  God  miraculously  preserved  him.  After  this,  he  was 
bimished  into  Patmos,  a  little  island  in  the  Archipelago ;  and, 
during  his  retirement  there,  was  favoured,  in  a  particidar  man* 
ner,  with  revelations  from  heaven;  which  he  committed  to 
writing,  and  left  behind  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  Church. 
After  a  year  or  two's  exile,  it  pleased  God  to  call  him  forth 
again  to  Ephwausj  his  usual  seat  of  residence ;  and  there  he 
passed  the  short  remainder  of  his  days,  being  then  ninety  years 
old,  in  the  most  divine  and  comfortable  employment ;  taking 
upon  him  the  charge  of  the  churches  of  Christ,  those  especially 
of  the  Lesser  Asia.  As  there  must  be  heresies  at  all  times, 
(infinite  wisdom  permitting  them  for  great  ends  and  reasons,) 
so  were  there  not  wanting,  even  in  the  times  of  the  Apostles, 
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some  denying  the  divinity^  others  the  humanity  of  our  blessed 
Lord,  and  both  for  the  same  reason;  being  offended  at  the 
great  and  unsearchable  mystery  of  God  incamcUe.  The  tares 
had  been  sown  by  Simon  Magus,  Cerinthus,  and  others;  and 
were  grown  up  to  a  great  height  before  St.  John's  death.  This 
made  it  the  more  necessary  for  him  to  write  his  Gospel ;  which 
accordingly  he  undertook  at  the  request  of  the  bishops  of  Asia, 
and  the  brethren  of  the  neighbouring  provinces.  But  first  he 
appointed  solemn  fasting  and  prayer  for  the  divine  blessing  and 
assistance  in  it ;  after  which  being  more  fully  instructed  and 
more  plentifully  inspired,  he  thus  began  his  lofty  theme.  "  In 
"  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God, 
"  and  the  Word  was  God.  The  same  was  in  the  beginning  with 
**  God.  All  things  were  made  by  him,  and  without  him  was  not 
"  any  thing  made  that  was  made."^  In  these  few  words,  and 
those  that  follow  in  that  chapter,  the  good  Apostle  has  not  only 
confuted  most  of  the  heresies  then  on  foot,  but  has  obviated  as 
many  as  should  thereafter  rise  up  in  opposition  to  the  divinity^ 
personality^  or  incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God:  points  of  the 
greatest  concernment  to  all  Christians,  but  which  nevertheless 
(through  the  perverseness  of  men''s  wits,  and  their  proneness  to 
take  wi'ong  measures  of  divine  things)  have  been  a  sione  of 
stumbling^  and  a  rock  of  offence  to  the  disputers  of  this  worlds  in 
former  and  in  latter  ages.  This  first  chapter  of  St.  John  (as  I 
said)  is  alone  sufficient,  with  reasonable  men,  to  end  all  disputes 
upon  those  heads.  The  words  are  plain,  and  the  sense  clear 
when  carefully  looked  into ;  and  it  is  for  that  very  reason  that 
they  have  been  more  tampered  with,  than  any  in  the  whole 
Scriptures.  For,  when  the  obvious  and  natural  meaning  of  a 
text  happens  to  stand  in  the  way  of  an  hypothesis^  or  precon- 
ceived opinion,  pains  must  be  taken  to  darken  the  evidence,  and 
to. perplex  the  proofs  which  make  against  it.  My  design  is 
briefly  to  enumerate  the  several  interpretations  which  have 
been  given  of  this  chapter,  to  remark  upon  them  as  far  as  is 
needful,  and  to  establish  the  only  true  one.  They  are  reducible 
to  four ;  which  I  may  call  Sabellian,  Socinian,  Arian,  and  Ca- 
tholic. 1  shall  explain  them  in  their  order.  To  begin  with 
the  first. 

I .  Under  the  Sabellian  interpretation  I  include  all  that  be- 
longs to  men  of  Sabellian  principles,  whether  before  or  after  the 
times  of  Sabellius,  who  lived  about  the  middle  of  the  third  cen- 
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tiny.  The  Sabellians  deny  the  Aoyoy,  or  Wo?id,  whereof 
St.  John  speaks,  to  be  any  real  or  iubgtamtial  thing,  distinct 
from  the  Person  of  God  the  Father.  They  understand  by  the 
Word^  either  some  attribute^  potcer^  or  operation  inherent  and 
permanent  in  the  Father ;  or  else  some  transient  'ooicey  sounds 
and  the  like.  How  they  came  into  these  and  the  like  fancies,  I 
shall  shew  presently,  after  I  have  premised  a  few  things  about 
the  name  of  the  Aoyoy,  or  Word,  which  St.  John  uses.  I  do 
not  design  any  historical  account  of  the  use  of  the  term  among 
Jews  or  Gentiles ;  being  happily  prevented,  in  that  part,  by  a 
late  excellent  sermon  of  a  very  worthy  and  learned  Prelate** 
But  I  must  observe  that  the  Greek  Aoyos,  which  we  render 
Word,  may  signify  either  inward  thought,  or  outicard  speech. 
And  it  has  with  good  reason  been  supposed  by  the  Catholic 
writers,  that  the  design  of  this  name  was  to  intimate  that  the 
relation  of  Father  and  Son  bears  some  resemblance  and  analogy 
to  that  of  thought,  or  of  speech  to  the  mind**.  For  example :  as 
thought  is  coeval  with  the  mind  ;  so  the  Son  is  coeval  with  the 
Father*.  As  thought  is  closely  united  to,  proceeds  from,  and 
yet  remains  in  the  mind ;  so  also  may  we  understand  that  the 
Son  is  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  proceeding  from  him,  yet 
never  divided  or  separate,  but  remaining  in  him  and  with  him. 
As  to  speech^  it  is  properly  the  interpreter  of  the  mind  ;  and  so, 
in  this  respect  also,  there  is  some  resemblance  and  analogy,  the 
Son  being  as  it  were  interpreter  and  revealer  of  the  unknown 
Father  to  the  world**.     Some  of  the  ancient  Catholic  writers* 

«  Bishop  of  Litchfield  and  Coven-  irap  fjfiiv  \6yos  "AyyfXtJr  ccrri  t©v  v»rA 

try.     Sermon  before  the  King.  rov  pov  6p<afi€vcDv,  ovras  6  tov  Gcov 

^  Adyos  dc  5r4  ovras  €;(ft  wpir  t6v     \6yos  typa>Ko>s  rhv  nartpa cnrojca- 

nar^pa  as  TTpos  vow  \6yos.  ov  pAvov  Xwrrei  hv  tfyvat  nartpa,  Oriff.  Comm. 

duL  r6  omaBh  rj)r  y€vvr\a-«iiii,  oKKa  kclX  in  Joh,  p.  41.     Vid.  et  Ju8t.  Mart. 

ri  (rvpad>€s;  Koi  t6  €^ayyt\nK6v Dial.   p.  358.  Iren.  lib.  ii.  cap.  30*^ 

Greg.  ^az.  Orat.  xxxvi.  p.  590.  Vid.  p.  163. 

etiam  Basil.  Horn.  15.  Petav.  de  Trin.  «  Theophilus  Bishop  of  Antioch, 

p.  743.  where  he  speaks  of  the  Xdyor  ivhioBt* 

c  Vid.  Dionys.  Alex,  apud  Athanas.  tos  and  7rpo<f>opiK6s  (p.  120.)  is  thus 

p.  359.  to  be  understood.    1  ertuUian,  in  his 

d  Ob  hoc  Verbum  nuncupatur,  quia  piece  against  Praxeas,  has  a  great 

ex  proprio  divino  ore  processit,  et  deal  to  the  same  purpose.    Athena- 

nihil  Pater  sine  eo  aut  iussit,  aut  fecit,  goras,  Tatian,  and  Hippolytus,  thoujgh 

Pseud,  Ambros.  de  Fid,  Orth.  cap.  vi.  more  obscurely,  seem  to  have   in- 

p.  3,^3.  ed.  Bened.  tended  the  same.    And  even  Orijfen 

Avyarm  de  Koi  6  \6yos  vi^s  cW  himself  had  adopted  the  like  notion, 

vapa  rm  ajrayyiKKtiv  ra  Kpv<f>ia  tov  as   may  appear  from   the  following 

itarpbs  €Ktlvov,  avakoyop  ry  xaXovfiei^  passages, 

vif ,  \6yti^  vov  Tvyxwfovros'  «£  yap  6  *Eav  iinpsKSis  i^rrdCmpfV  avrov  wA» 
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joining  both  these  notions  together,  have  considered  them  as 
applicable  to  the  Son  at  different  times,  and  in  different  capa- 
cities. Before  the  worid  was  made,  while  he  yet  existed  alone 
with  the  Father,  (always  including  the  Holy  Ghost,)  they  sup- 
posed he  might  best  be  compared  to  silent  thought  resting  in  the 
mind,  and  which  in  Greek  is  called  Aoyoy  ivhuxO^ros,  But  when 
he  afterwards  came  to  create  the  world,  and  to  reveal  both  him- 
self and  his  Father,  then  he  might  more  properly  be  compared 
to  outvxird  y(>eech,  or  a  word  spoken  forth,  which  the  Greeks 
express  by  Xoyos  TTpo<l)opLK69.  And  thus  it  is,  that  the  same 
writers  sometimes  speak  of  the  Aoyoy,  or  Word,  being  both 
^temaly  and  in  time :  eternal  in  one  capacity,  not  so  in  the  other. 
For  as  thought  must  be  considered  previous  to  speech,  so  the 
Aoyos,  or  Word,  under  one  consideration  might  be  conceived 
more  ancient  than  under  the  other. 

Thus  far  the  Catholics,  sober  men,  carried  on  the  parallel ; 
and  there  was  no  harm  in  it,  while  they  kept  close  to  the  rule 
of  faith,  and  within  the  bounds  of  sobriety.  But  the  Sabellian 
heretics  did  not  stop  there.  They  pursued  the  parallel  still 
farther,  till  they  left]jthe  Aoyoy,  or  Word,  no  distinct  personality. 
They  observed  that  inward  thought  was  no  real  substantial  thing, 
distinct  from  the  mind  itself ;  and  that  outward  speech  was  but 
a  voice  or  sounds  nothing  fixed,  real,  and  permanent :  and  from 
hence  they  took  occasion  to  misinterpret  the  Apostle  very 
widely ;  as  if  the  Word,  which  he  speaks  of,  were  nothing 
really  distinct  from  the  Father,  not  a  second  Person,  any  more 
than  a  man''s  thought^  or  word^  is  another  person  from  the  man. 
This  kind  of  construction  was  openly  received  and  propagated 

a-cts  Tas  eirivoias,  fiduov  Kara  r6  €uhu  sion:  *0  \6yoff iv  apxji  rj  a-o<buf 

<rod)ia  apxtf  coTt.         ws  etTrtflv  av  riva  r^v  \m6<rrcunv  ^x^^>  P*  44*     Which 

TfoapprjK&nos  irpfo^^mpov  irovro)-.  r«v  words    are    remarkable,   and  worth 

€7rivoovp€v&v  reus  ovopaarUus  tov  9rpa>-  comparing    with    Tertullian's    upon 

ToroKov  TrdoTjs  KTi(Ttoi>s  coTw  ^  ao^ia,  the   same   subject,   where    he    says : 

Oriff,  in  Joh,  p.  19.  Jam  in  usu  est  nostrorum,  per  sim- 

*Ep  dpxS  ^v  6  \6yoi dpx4   ^«  plicitatem  interpretationis,  sermonem 

lura  aapTvpiSiv  rav  €k  t&v  irapoipt&v  dicere  in  primordio  apud  Deiun  fiiisse, 

ajrodtdorai  €lprj(rOcu  fj  ao<t)ia,  Ka\  €<m  cum  maffis  rationem  competat  antir 

wpoeirwoovfuvrj  ^  (To^la  tov  avrriv  ojroy-  quiorem  naberi ;  quia  non  sermonalis 

ycXkopTos  \6yov,  voi)rtov  rhv  cV  rj  a  principio,  sed  rationalis  Deus  etiam 

~PXi*  fovrtari  Tjj  a-o<f>i<},  oiet  eipm,  ante  principium,  et  quia  ipse  quoque 


.  in  Joh.  p.  43.  Compare  p.  59.  sermo  ratione  consistens,  priorem  eam 

Afterwards  Origen  uses  an  argu-  ut  substantiam  suam  ostendat.  TertvU, 

ment  to  prove  that  the  Xc^^  has  a  conir,  Prax.  cap.  v. 
jeal  substance,  and  adds  in  conclu- 
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by  'Photinus,  about  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century ;  by  Paul 
of  sSamosata,  almost  a  century  before  him ;  by  ^Sabellius  and 
Noetus  earlier  than  he  ;  and  by  i  Praxeas  still  higher  up,  about 
the  end  of  the  second  century ;  and  i  probably  by  some  other 
heretics  before  him.  What  remains  of  it  at  this  day  is  to  be 
met  with  chiefly  among  the  Socinians ;  those  of  them,  I  mean, 
who  have  refined  upon  their  master  Socinus,  in  this  particular ; 
and  are  more  properly  Photinians,  or  Sabellians.  A  ^  celebrated 
writer  abroad  has  openly  espoused  this  Photinian  notion  in 
part;  disguising  it  a  little  under  the  name  reason^  answering 
pretty  nearly  to  the  heretical  sense  of  the  k6yos  ivbuiOiTosy  or 
intoard  thought:  so  that  now  the  Sabellian  interpretation,  after 
the  latest  improvements,  runs  thus. 

^^  In  the  beginning  was  Reason^  and  Reason  was  in  God,  and 
"  Beaeon  was  Gk>d  himself.  It  was  in  God  from  the  beginning, 
*^  before  the  world  was :  for  whatever  is  in  nature  was  made 
"  with  the  highest  Reastm^  neither  is  there  that  single  thing 
^^  that  was  made  without  Beaeon,'"'* 

But  against  this,  or  any  other  the  like  Sabellian  construction 
of  the  first  chapter  of  St.  John,  many  unanswerable  reasons 
have  been  urged  both  by  ancients  and  modems. 

I.  AjS  first,  St.  John  does  not  say  that  the  Word  was  *0£i69, 
a  divine  Wordy  which  might  have  favoured  the  Sabellian  sense, 
but  ©fiy,  Qod ;  thereby  strongly  denoting  a  real  Person.  A 
man's  fcord,  or  thought^  is  not  called  man  ;  nor  would  the  Word 
or  Wisdom  of  God  be  called  Gk>d,  if  a  mere  attribute  or  opera- 
tion only  was  intended,  and  not  a  real  Person.  Or  if  it  be  said, 
that  it  does  denote  a  Person,  the  same  Person  that  was  before 

'  Hilar,  p.  y8^,  1048,  1179.  Am-  sol.  Catech.  iv.  c.  5.  p.  50.  Athanas. 

l>ro8.  de  Fia.  lio.  i.  cap.  8.  ExpKM.  Fid.  p.  9^.  Orat.  ii.  p.  503. 

'  Epiphan.  Hseres.  bnr.  p.  608,  Basil.  Horn,  xxvii.  p.  602.  Ambros. 

600.  de  Fid.  lib.  iv.  cap.  7.  Ignat.  Epist. 

^  Epiphan.  Hvres.  Ixv.  p.  608.  Interpolat.  ad  Magnes.  c.  8.    Some 

^  TertulL  contr.  Prax.  c.  vii.  viii.  even  of  the  Arians,  after  they  came 

i  Vid.  Clem.  Alezandr.  Strom,  p.  to  make  a  distinction  of  a  twofold 

646.  Iren.  p.  130, 133, 157, 158.  \6yos,  adopted,  in  part,  this  very  Sa- 

N.B.  The  notion  of  a  \6yos  Mm-  beUian  notion.  Via.  Athanas.  p.  503, 

Brrot  and  npo<\iopuAs,  in  this  heretical  282,  260.  Cyril.  Alex,  in  Joh.  lib.  1. 

sense,  is  justly  condemned  by  all  the  p.  30.  Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  iv.  c.  7. 

Fathers.    Athanasius,  Hilarv,  Basil,        ^  Le  Clerc,  Comment,  in  Joh.  i.  i. 

Ambrose,  and  other  Catholics  cen-        *  Vid.  Euseb.  contr.  Marcel,  p.  83. 

snred  it  as  smartly  as  the  Coimcil  of  Tertull.  contr.  Prax.  p.  504.  Epiph. 


Strminm,  Eusebius,  or  the  Arians.  II»res.  Lxv.  p.  609.    Veus  erat  Ver- 

Vid.  Oriff.  in  Joh.  p.  24.  in  Jerem.  bum  cessat  Sonus  vocis Res  est, 

^.  184.  Euseb.  contr.  Marc.  p.  120.  non    Sonus;   natura,    non    Sermoj 
i  Laud,  r 

VOL.  II. 


§.  104.  £<useb.  contr.  Marc.  p.  120.     non    sonus ;   natura,    non    aermoj 
e  Laud.  Const,  c.  12.  Cyril.  Hiero-    Deus,  non  inanitas  est.  Hilar,  p.  796., 
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spoken  of  as  Gkxi,  in  the  same  verse ;  then  how  can  the  other 
words  stand,  that  he  was  with  Godf  He  cannot  be  supposed 
the  selfsame  Person  with  whom  he  was.  "»  With  Crod^  plainly 
signifies  the  same  as  toith  the  Father^  (see  i  John  i.  a.)  who  is 
Gk>d.  The  Apostle  can  never  be  supposed  to  mean  that  the 
Father  was  with  the  Father ;  the  Word  therefore,  if  it  denotes 
a  Person  at  all,  must  be  understood  of  another  Person.  But 
that  it  denotes  a  Person  will  appear  farther. 

2.  For  it  is  not  said  that  the  Word,  or  Bbason,  was  i/a  God, 
as  might  be  proper  of  an  attribute,  &c.  but  toith  God ;  which  is 
Kaoihev  personal  character  ". 

3.  It  is  said  that  all  things  were  made  hy  the  Word :  which 
(as  appears  from  other  texts)  comes  to  the  same  as  to  say,  that 
the  Word  made  all  things :  which  is  a  further  confirmation  that 
a  real  thing  is  intended  by  the  Word,  not  an  attribute  only®. 

4.  The  Apostle  observes  (v.  8.)  of  John  the  Baptist,  that  he 
(^K€ivos)  was  not  that  Light,  intimating  thereby  that  he  had 
been  speaking  of  a  Person  before,  who  really  was ;  and  therefore 
from  hence  also  it  appears  that  the  Word  is  something  real. 

5.  It  is  said  (ver.  11.)  of  the  Word,  that  •*  he  came  unto  his 
'^  own,  and  his  own  received  him  not.*"  This  is  good  sense,  and 
sounds  well.  But  to  say  that  Jieason^  the  attribute,  came  unto 
its  own,  and  its  own  received  it  not,  has  hardly  either  sense 
or  propriety. 

6.  The  Word  is  represented  (ver.  14.)  as  the  only-legotten  of 
the  Father ;  which  again  is  personal.  For  if  begotten  may  be 
a  proper  expression,  concerning  an  attribute  or  property ;  yet 
only-begotten  is  not,  unless  God  has  no  more  attributes  than  one. 
The  characters  therefore  being  thus  plainly  personal^  and  no 
necessity  appearing  why  we  should  have  recourse  to  figure,  the 
literal  interpretation  is  undoubtedly  preferable. 

7.  I  may  add,  lastly,  that  St.  John  in  his  "  Revelations'^ 
expressly  applies  the  name  of  A({yos,  or  Word,  to  Christ  Jesus. 
"  His  name,""  saith  he,  "  is  called  the  Word  of  God.*^  Rev. 
xix.  13. 

^  El  6  \6yos  fjv  irphs  rhv  Qthv,  oxrv  praedicatur.  HUar.  p.  796. 
6  \6yos  carl  irobi  hv  ^v,   oitde  yhp  6        o  Fecit  enim  et  ipse,  qu»  facta  sunt 

irphs    hv    ^v   eoTt    Xdyor.    Epiphan,  per  ilium.     Quale  est  ut  mhU  sit  ipse 

Hares,  Ixv.  p.  609.  sine  quo  nihil  factum  est  ?   Ut  inanis 

n  Verbum  erat  apud  Deum.    Nun-  solida,  et  vacuus  plena,  et  incorporalis 

quid  audieras  m  Deo,  ut  Sennonem  corporaliasitoperatus?  TVr^nl?.  co9»/r. 

reconditse  cogitationis  acciperes  ? Frax,  c.  7.  Comp.  Phoebad.  p.  304. 

non  tn  altera  esse,  sed  cum  altera 
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These  reasons  are  abundantly  sufficient  to  oonvince  us^  that 
St.  John  intended  not  any  at^rilmte  or  operation  by  the  Word, 
but  a  real,  Umng,  svhstantial  thing  or  person,  distinct  from  the 
Father:  and  so  the  Church  of  Christ  from  the  beginning  has 
constantly  understood  it.  So  much  for  the  Sabellian  interpre- 
tation of  this  chapter. 

2.  The  next  that  offers  itself  is  the  Socinian,  properly  so 
called ;  never  espoused  by  Heretic  or  Catholic;  never  so  much 
as  thought  of,  at  least  not  heard  of,  before  the  days  of  Socinus. 
He  supposes  St.  John  to  have  intended  a  real  Person,  by  the 
Wordy  viz.  the  man  Christ  Jesus.  His  interpretation  then  is 
to  this  effect. 

"  In  the  begimdng  of  the  Gospel,  was  the  man  Christ  Jesus, 
"  otherwise  called  the  Word.  He  was  with  God^  having  been 
"  taken  up  into  heaven  before  he  entered  on  his  ministry.  And 
"  he  was  God,  having  the  office,  honour,  and  title  of  a  God 
"  conferred  upon  him,  after  his  resurrection.  The  same  was  in 
"  the  beginning  of  the  Gospel  with  God.  All  things  bdonging 
"  to  the  Gospel-state  were  reformed  and  renewed  by  him :  and 
"  without  him  was  there  not  any  thing  reformed  or  renewed.*" 

A  construction  so  manifestly  forced  and  foreign,  as  this  is, 
carries  its  own  confutation  along  with  it.  It  serves  only  to 
shew  what  contempt  the  heads  of  a  sect  genen^y  have,  not 
only  of  the  rest  of  mankind,  but  even  of  their  own  disciples ; 
while  they  can  thus  unmercifully  impose  the  wildest  conceits 
imaginable  upon  them.  To  do  the  later  Socinians  justice,  they 
have,  I  think,  for  the  most  part  given  up  this  violent  interpre- 
tation; and,  instead  of  it,  have  rather  closed  in  with  the 
Sabellian  construction,  which  is  more  ingenious  and  plausible, 
and  serves  their  hypothesis  as  well.  Neither  of  them  will  answer 
to  the  truth  of  the  sacred  Writ :  they  are  both  no  other  than 
the  device  of  man,  and  must  equally  come  to  nought. 

I  proceed  to  the  Arian  interpretation,  which  appears  better 
than  either  of  the  former,  as  coming  nearer  to  the  true  one ; 
and  it  is  for  that  Pvery  reason  the  most  insinuating  and 
dangerous  of  any. 


P  Vinci  iDi  vel  facile  possunt,  vel  innoxias  mentes,  et  Soli  Deo  deditas, 

fecile  vitari,  quorum  prima  proposi-  fraudulenta  societate  percutere,  dum 

tione  omne  consilium  pectoris  prodi-  malorum  suorum  virus  per  bona  nos- 

tor.   At  vero  hi  (Ariani)  quibus  multa  tra  defendant.  Pseud.  Ambros.  de  Fid, 

Bobiscum  paria  sunt,  facile  possunt  Orthodoxa,  cap.  i.  p.  347.  ed.  Bened. 
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3,  The  Arian  oonstruotion,  invented  probably  before,  but 
first  openly  espoused  and  propagated  in  the  beginning  of  the 
fourth  century,  is  as  follows. 

^'  In  the  beginning  of  all  things,  before  ever  the  earth  or  the 
^^  world  was  made,  there  existed  a  very  glorious  and  excellent 
<<  creature,  (since  called  the  Word,)  the  Oracle  of  God,  and 
**  Bevealer  of  his  wilL  That  excellent  Person,  the  first  whom 
**  God  of  his  own  good  pleasure  and  free  choice  gave  being  to, 
^^  was  toith  God  the  Father ;  and  he  w<i8  God^  another  God,  an 
"  inferior  God,  infinitely  inferior ;  but  yet  truly  God,  as  being 
**  truiy  partaker  of  divine  glory  then^  and  foreordained  to  have 
"  true  dominion  and  authority  in  God's  own  time.  God  em- 
'^  ployed  him  as  an  instrvmenty  or  under  agent,  in  framing  and 
**  fashioning  the  world  of  inferior  creatures ;  and  approved  of 
•'  his  services  so  well,  as  to  do  nothing  without  him."" 

This  is  the  sum  of  the  Arian  interpretation,  as  nearly  as  I 
could  draw  it,  out  of  the  most  general  principles  of  the  sect. 
For  it  must  be  observed  that  there  never  was  a  sect  so  divided 
and  various,  so  unsettled  and  fluctuating  in  their  principles  as 
they.  The  reason  of  it  is  this ;  they  take  a  kind  of  middle  way 
between  Catholics  and  Socinians,  which  admits  of  so  great  a 
latitude,  that  they  know  not  where  to  fix.  The  Catholics  look- 
ing upon  the  Son  as  essentially  God  in  one  capacity,  and  as  man 
in  another,  easily  know  what  may  be  proper  to  ascribe  to  him, 
in  this  or  in  that  respect.  The  Socinians  believing  him  to  be 
man  only,  can  as  easily  come  to  a  resolution  in  the  particulars 
of  their  scheme.  But  the  Arians  supposing  him  a  tsreature  at 
large,  and  not  knowing  the  several  degrees  of  perfection  on  this 
sid6  infinite^  are  always  in  uncertainty ;  not  being  able  to  deter- 
mine how  much  or  how  little  it  may  be  proper  to  ascribe  to 
the  Son  of  God :  and  hence  it  is  that  they  could  never  unite 
together  in  any  one  fixed  and  certain  set  of  principles ;  but  have 
been  always  wavering,  various,  and  unconstant ;  and  must  ever 
be  so  to  the  world's  end.  But  this  by  the  way:  having  laid 
before  you  the  Arian  interpretation,  nothing  now  remains  but 
to  ofler  to  you  the  Catholic  sense  of  this  chapter,  which  I  mean 
to  explain,  and  defend ;  and  that  will  be  the  same  thing  with 
confuting  the  Arian. 

4.  The  Catholic  construction,  at  length,  is  this. 

"  In  the  beginning,  before  there  was  any  creature^  (consequently 
"  from  all  eternity,)  the  Word  existed ;  and  the  Word  was  no 
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**  dktatU  separate  potoer^  estranged  from  Ood,  or  unacquainted 
"  with  him,  but  he  was  teith  God^  and  himself  also  *»  very  God ; 
*^  not  another  God^  but  another  Person  only,  of  the  same  nature, 
^  substance,  and  Godhead.  JU  things  were  created  hy  Atm,  &c.'" 
This  I  presume  to  call  the  CathoUo  and  truly  primUive  inter- 
pretation of  the  first  verse  of  this  chapter :  and  what  time  your 
patience  will  further  allow  me,  shall  be  taken  up  in  asserting 
and  maintaining  it.  St.  John  has  here  called  the  Word,  God. 
In  what  sense,  is  the  question.  The  context,  and  circumstances, 
and  other  collateral  evidences  must  at  length  decide  it.  I  shall 
first  inquire, 

1.  What  kind  of  idea,  or  notion.  Scripture  and  Christian 
antiquity  give  us  of  one  that  is  tndy  and  recUly  God.     And 

2.  Shidl  consider  what  reasons  we  have  to  believe  that 
St.  John  here  calls  the  Aoyos,  or  Word,  God,  in  the  same  sense^ 
or  in  conformity  to  that  idea. 

I.  I  shall  inquire  what  kind  of  idea^  or  notion,  Scripture  and 
Christian  antiquity  give  us  of  one  that  is  really  and  truly  Ghxl. 
If  we  trace  this  matter  through  the  Old  Testament,  we  shall 
find  that  the  Scriptwre-notkn  of  a  Person  that  is  trdy  Gk>d,  and 
should  be  received  as  such,  includes  in  it  pou>er  and  might  irre- 
sistible''; perfect  knowledge  and  consummate  wisdom*^  etemity\ 
immutoMlity^ J  ajid  omnipresence^;  creatim  powers y;  supremacy^ 
independence 9  and  necessary  eanstence\  These  are  the  distin- 
guishing characters  under  which  Gk>d  was  pleased  to  make 
himself  known :  and  it  is  upon  these  accounts  that  he,  in  oppo- 
sition to  all  other  Gods,  claims  to  be  received  and  honoured  as 
Gtod.  These  therefore  are  what  make  up  the  Scripture-idea  of 
a  Person  who  is  truly^  really^  and  strictly  God.     And  if  Scrip- 

4  Dei  Verbum,  imo   magis   ipse  SXX*  fj  €va,  np6<rwra  bi  hvo,  &c.  Hip^ 

Deos.  /reft.  p.  133.  poL  cotUr.  Nott,  c.  ziv.  p.  15. 

*Ev  yhp  &fil(tM>  6  Of6f  iri  thrtv,  h  '  Deut.  iii.  24.  vii.  19.  z.  17.  xzziL 

opx^  ^  \6yot  Ifv  tv  r^  Gcf*  koL  Gtbs  29/    '  Chron.  zzix.  ii.    Job  ix.  4. 

ijy  6  \6yot,   Clem,  Alex,  p.  i^.  xii.  16.  zlii.  a.   Isa.  xxvi.  4.  zlii.  5. 

Alium  autem  quomodo  accipere  de-. '     ^  Job  xxxvi.  4.  xxxvii.  16.    Dan. 

beasy  jam  professus  suin.    Persona,  ii.  ao. 

non  substantiiB  nomine;  ad  distinc-  ^  Psal.  xciii.  a.  Job  xxxvi.  a6.  Gren. 

tionem,  non  ad  diyisionem.   TertuU.  xxi.  ^.  Deut.  xxxiii.  ay.  Isa.  Ivii.  15. 

contr.  Prax,  p.  506.   Hunc  didicimns  «  MaL  iii.  6. 

RHmn  Dei  esse,  et  Demn  dictmn  ex  ^  Deut.  iv.  7.  Psal.  cxxxix.  7,  &c. 

imitate  substantiae.    TertuU,  Apolog,  Jer.  xxiii.  33,  34. 

c.  31 .  y  a  Kings  xix.  15.  Job  xxvi.  xxxviii. 

El  dc  o^  6  \&yos  np6s  T6y  Ot^p,  Psal.  viii.  4.    Isa.  xlv.  7,  18.   Jer.  x. 

0^69  &p,  rl  odv  j)ff<rci€y  Sv  rif  ^  13. 

Xcycfy  $€ovt;    Avo  fup  oltK  4p&  6tovt  *  Exod.  iii.  14. 
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ture  has  thus  informed  us  what  properties,  attributes,  and 
perfections,  must  be  supposed  to  meet  in  one  that  is  tndy  and 
properly  God,  our  own  reason  must  tell  us,  that  these  attributes^ 
&c.  must  have  a  mbjecty  and  this  subject  we  call  substance :  and 
therefore  the  Scripture-notion  of  God,  is  that  of  an  eternal, 
immutable,  omnipresent,  omniscient,  almi^ty  substance.  If  it 
be  pretended  that  these  are  the  characters  of  a  supreme  God 
only,  and  not  of  every  Person  that  is  true  God ;  I  answer,  that 
sfwpremacy  {negatvoely^  considered  in  opposition  to  any  superior 
nature)  is  one  of  the  characters  belonging  to  any  Person  that  is 
truly  God,  as  much  as  omnipotence^  omniscience^  or  any  other; 
and  consequently  he  is  not  truly  God,  in  the  Scripture-notion  of 
God,  who  is  not  supreme  God.  This  is  the  Scripture-notion 
of  one  that  is  truly  God ;  and  thus  it  stood  when  St.  John 
wrote  his  Gospel. 

Let  us  next  inquire,  whether  the  same  notion  obtained  in  the 
Christian  Church  after  St.  John  wrote. 

Justin  Martyr,  a  very  early  and  excellent  writer,  within  forty 
or  fifty  years  of  St.  John,  observes,  that  **God  alone  is  neces- 
sarily existing  and  immutahU^  (or  incorruptible^)  and  that  for 
this  very  reason  he  is  God;  thereby  intimating  that  without 
such  perfections  he  could  not  be  God. 

Irenseus,  another  early  and  judicious  writer,  almost  contem- 
porary with  Justin,  expresses  himself  more  fully  and  clearly 
upon  the  same  head;  observing  that  ^no  Person  that  has  any 
superior  can  be  justly  called  God;  nor  any  thing  that  has  been 
created,  or  ever  began  to  exist.  The  same  Irenseus  has  a  whole 
*"  chapter  to  prove  that  the  Old  Testament,  or  New,  never  gave 
the  title  of  God^  absolutely  and  definitively,  to  any  one  that  is 
not  truly  God. 

Tertullian  (in  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  or  sooner, 

»  I  say,  negatively  J  because  post-  ejus  qui  se  fecit,  necesse  est  omni- 

tive  supremacy  over  others  could  not  modo  uti  differens  vocabuliun   ha- 

commence  till  the  creation.  beant  apud  eos  etiam,  qui  vel  modi- 

^  M6vos  yap  dyewTfros  Ka\  S<j>dapTos  cum  sensum  in  discemendo  talia  ha- 

Ocbs,  Koi  dm  rovro  Gedr  iari,  Justin,  bent :    ita  ut  is  quidem  qui  omnia 

Dial.  p.  21.  Jebb.  fecerit  cum  verbo  suo,  juste  dicatur 

c  Qui  enim  super  se  habet  aliquem  Deus  et  Dominus  solus ;  quae  autem 

Buperiorem,  hie  neque  Deus  neque  facta  sunt,  non  jam  ejusdem  vocabuli 

rex  magnus  dici  potest.  Lib.  iv.  cap.  participabilia  esse,  neque  juste  id  vo- 

ii.  p.  339.  cabulum    sumere  debere,  quod   est 

Qusec\m(]ue  autem  initium  sump-  Creatoris.     Iren.    lib.  iii.    cap.  viii. 

serunt,  et  dissoludonem  possunt  per-  p.  183. 
cipere,  et  subjecta  sunt,  et  indigent        ^  Lib.  iii.  cap.  6. 
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within  a  hundred  years^  or  very  nearly,  of  St.  John)  observes, 
that  the  word  ^Chd  does  not,  like  Lord^  signify  dominion  or 
potoer  only,  but  suigtanee;  that  none  but  the  eternal  t^ncreated 
substance  can  justly  be  called  God;  that  an  inferior  God  is  a 
contradiction  in  terms. 

These  testimonies  are  sufficient  to  shew  (without  adding  any 
more)  how  the  word  God  was  taken  and  generally  understood 
by  the  Christian  Church,  soon  after  the  Apostle's  time;  and 
therefore  very  probably,  in  the  Apostle's  time  also.  Now  let 
us  proceed  to  consider 

II.  What  reasons  we  have  to  believe  that  St.  John,  in  his 
first  chapter,  calls  the  Word  fiW,  in  the  same  sense,  in  con- 
formity to  that  idea  which  Scripture  hath  given  us  of  one  that 
is  truly  God;  and  which  the  primitive  writers  also  appear 
plainly  to  have  embraced. 

1.  This  alone  is  a  strong  presumption^  in  favour  of  our  inter- 
pretation, that  the  Scriptures  before^  and  the  Christian  Church 
afieTf  espouse  this  notion.  Would  St.  John  have  called  the 
WoBD,  God,  in  the  manner  that  he  does,  without  guard  or 
caution,  had  he  not  intended  it  in  the  strict  sense^  which  Scrip- 
ture itself  so  much  favours,  and  in  which  the  generality,  at  least, 
would  be  most  apt  to  take  it  I  Had  he  meant  it  in  a  lower  sense, 
it  might  have  been  very  proper  to  have  inserted  a  qualifying 
clause  to  prevent  any  mistake  or  misconstruction ;  which  yet  he 
is  so  far  from  doing,  (as  we  shall  see  presently,)  that  he  has  put 
together  with  it  many  circumstances,  all  tending  to  convince  us 
that  he  used  the  word  in  the  strict  sense,  as  Scripture  had  done 
be/ore^  and  the  Christian  Church  did  after.     For 

2.  It  is  observable,  that  the  Apostle  does  not  say,  in  the 
beginning  God  created  the  Word,  (as  the  style  runs  in  the  first 
chapter  of  Genesis,  and  might  have  been  properly  used  here, 
had  he  intended  to  signify  that  the  Word  was  God,  in  an 
inferior  or  improper  sense :)  but  instead  of  that,  he  only  says 
that  the  Word  toas^;  intimating  that  he  existed  before  any 

«  Deus  subetantUB  ipsius  nomen,  id  summum  magnum,  quem  credis  mi- 

est  Divimtatis;  Domnus  vero  non  norem.   Adv,  Marc.  lib.  i.  cap.  6,  7. 

substantive,  sed  potestatis,  &c.  TertuU.  p.  368. 

eowtr,  Hermog,  p.  234.  ^Hapa  b€  t6  dtl  awtivM  tw  trarpl. 

Dens  jam  vocari  obtinuit  substan-  Xcycrcu,  Koi  6  X&yos  Jjv  irp6s  i^v  Qtdv, 

tia  cui  ascribo.    Hanc  invenies  solam  ov  yhp  rycvrro  irph^  t6v  Q^dv,  icaX  rav 

innatam,  infectam;   solam  setemam,  r6v  prffuif  t6  fjv,  tov  \6yov  KaTrjyop€i'- 

ct  universitatis  conditricem ^nega  rai,  ori  cV  dpx^  ^v,  kgI  Srt  7rp6t  t6p 

Deum  qoem  dicis  deteriorem :  nega  et6v  f/v,  ofkt  r^r  apx^r  x^P^^f^^^^^* 
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thing  was  created^  consequently  from  all  eternity :  for  whatever 
existed  before  any  thing  was  created^  was  no  crecchi/re^  as  is 
manifest  of  itself;  and  if  no  creature^  eternal.  This  is  further 
confirmed  from  the  Apostle^s  repeating  it  in  the  next  verse, 
"  The  same  was  in  the  beginning  with  Gk)d.'"  It  is  not  impro- 
bable that  the  Apostle  might  intend  this  in  opposition  to 
Oerinthus,  who  believed  the  ArjixLovpybsy  or  Creator^  to  be  sepa- 
rate and  estranged  from  God  «.  Nothing  can  be  more  directly 
levelled  against  that  doctrine  than  this  assertion  of  St.  JohnX 
that  the  Word,  who  was  Creator  of  the  world,  was  /rom  the 
beginning^  or  always,  with  God,     But  to  proceed : 

3.  Another  argument  of  St.  John'^s  intending  the  word  Cfod 
in  the  strict  sense,  may  be  drawn  from  the  time  whereof  he  is 
speaking.  It  was  before  the  creation;  he  was  then  GxkI.  It  is 
not  said,  that  he  was  appointed  God  over  the  things  that  should 
be  afterwards  created.  No ;  he  was  God  before  the  world  was. 
Our  adversaries  sometimes  tell  us  of  a  throne^  a  power  o{  judging^ 
a  regal  authority  belonging  to  the  Son :  and  that  therefore  he 
is  Crod;  and  they  observe^  (as  they  think,  shrewdly,  but  in 
truth  very  weakly)  that  the  Holy  Ghost  has  therefore  none  of 
that  title,  as  having  no  regal  dominion,  &c.  And  when,  in 
answer  to  this,  we  say  further,  that  the  Son  was  Jehovah^  God, 
and  Lord,  under  the  Old  Testament ;  they  reply,  that  he  was 
then  h  fJLop<f>fj  ©eov,  acting  in  the  name  and  Person  of  God,  and 
therefore  gtyled  God.  Admitting  all  this,  (which  is  mostly 
fiction,)  yet  what  will  they  do  with  this  text  of  St.  John  ?  Here 
it  is  plain,  that  the  Son  was  God  before  any  dominion  over  the 
creatures  commenced ;  before  he  acted  as  representative  of  the 
Father,  or  was  iv  iJiopcj^fj  0€ot},  in  that  low  fictitious  sense :  how 
was  ho  God  before  the  creation  ?  Here  they  have  little  left  to 
say,  but  that  "  he  was  partaker  of  divine  power  and  glory  with 
"and  from  the   Father K**^    From  hence  then  we  see,  that 

©{Jrc  Tov  irarphs  dirdktinduivos,    Kal  Vid.  etiam  Athanas.  p.  526.  Hilar. 

frdXti^  o{h-€  air6  tov  fifj  civo*  €p  dpxS  ?•  795*   Chrysost.  in  Joh.  p.  25.  and 

yiv6p€vos  iv  dpxS,  o(k€  atr6  tov  jjSi  other  testimonies  collected  in  Suicer. 

Tvyxdv^tv  irp6s  t6p  Qtbv  cVl  t^  irp6s  Thesaur.  under  *Ap;(iJ,  and  Petav.  147, 

rhv  Qtbv  tlvcu.  yiv6p^vos.  np6  yhp  nof'  417. 

Tos  ;(/7(5uov  Kai  ai&vos,  iv  dpxjj  ^v  6  s  Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  11.  p.  188.  lib.  i. 

\6yos,  Koi  6  \6yos  rjv  np6s  t6v  Btdv.  cap.  26.  p.  105.  TertuU.  oe  Prsescript. 

Orig.  in  Joh.  p.  4^,  Heeret.  Append,  p.  221.    Epiphan. 

OvK  ^v  yap  Sre  apxfj  Skoyot  Ijv*  di6  Hseres.  xxviii.  p.  1 10. 

Xiyercu  iv  dpxS  1^  ^  \^yos.    Ibid.  ^  See  Script.  Doctr.  p.  264.  2d  edit, 

p.  66,  i  Script.  Doctr.  p.  240.  2d  edit» 
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dominian  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  aooount  for  the  Son'^s  being 
God;  not  to  mention  that  the  Holy  Ghost  might  have  been 
called  God  in  Scripture,  as  haying  been  ^^  partaker  of  divine 
"  power  and  glory  with  and  from  the  Father,^  as  well  as  the 
Son ;  so  that  that  pretence  about  the  Holy  Ghost  and  this  solu- 
tion hang  not  well  together.  To  such  straits  and  inconsistencies 
are  men  reduced  by  bringing  their  hypotheses  with  them  to  inter- 
pret Scripture  by,  instead  of  making  Scripture  the  rule  of  their 
&ith.  But  to  conclude  this  article :  since  then  neither  domkUonj 
(on  account  of  which  princes  and  magistrates  have  been  some- 
times called  GrodSy)  nor  vicegerency^  nor  any  thing  of  like  kind, 
will  account  for  the  Word^s  being  called  God  by  St.  John  in 
tiiis  place :  and  since  our  adversaries  themselves  appear  to  be 
very  sensible  that  their  principles,  which  serve  to  help  them  out 
at  other  times,  fail  them  here ;  and  that  they  are  forced  rather 
to  say  any  thing,  however  slight  or  trifling,  than  to  be  wholly 
silent :  this  alone  is  a  strong  presumption  on  our  side  of  the 
question,  where  the  solution  is  so  easy  and  natural,  and  entirely 
consistent  with  our  other  principles. 

4.  Another  circumstance,  confirming  our  interpretation  of 
this  passage  of  St.  John,  is,  that  '^  all  things'^  are  there  said  to 
have  been  ^^  nlltde  by  him  -^  and,  to  be  more  emphatical,  that 
^'  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made.*"  I  shall 
not  here  insist  upon  the  dignity  of  the  Son  as  Creator^  (the 
distinguishing  character  of  the  one  true  Gody)  designing  that  for 
a  distinct  h^ul  of  argument  another  time :  all  the  use  I  shall 
make  of  it  at  present  is  to  observe,  that  it  is  not  said,  all  other 
things  were  made  by  him,  but  cdl  things  absolutely ;  wherefore 
he  himself  cannot,  according  to  the  letter,  be  supposed  of  the 
number  of  the  things  mctdef  unless  he  made  himself,  which  is 
absurd:  and  since  nothing  was  made  or  created  but  by  and 
through  him,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  infer  that  every  creature 
whatever  is  a  creature  of  the  Son's  as  well  as  of  the  Father'^s ; 
and  therefore  certainly  the  Son  is  not  a  creature  at  all. 

5.  A  further  circumstance  favouring  our  sense  is,  that  the 
Word  is  called  GW,  in  the  very  same  verse,  wherein  the  Father 
is  mentioned  as  God^  and  undoubtedly  in  the  strict  and  proper 
sense.  And  how  shall  any  the  most  judicious  reader  be  ever 
able  to  understand  language,  if  in  the  same  verse  and  same 
sentence,  the  same  word  should  stand  for  two  ideas,  or  bear 
two  senses  widely  difierent  and  scarce  akin  to  each  other?  and 
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that  too,  aot  only  without  any  guard  or  caution,  or  any  notice 
given  of  the  change  of  ideas ;  but  also  with  such  circumstances 
as  give  no  suspicion  of  any  change,  but  all  tonding  to  confirm 
us  the  more  that  the  same  idea  is  still  kept  up,  and  applied 
equally  to  Father  and  Son.  It  has  been  objected  that  the 
Father  is  6  0cdy,  God  with  the  article,  the  Son  only  Oeiy,  God 
without  the  article.  But  every  body  knows  that  the  addition 
or  omission  of  an  article  is  no  certain  proof  of  any  change  at  all 
in  the  sense  of  a  word ;  besides  that  the  word  0cds,  6W,  is  used 
in  the  strict  sense,  though  without  the  article,  several  times  in 
this  chapt^«  The  sacred  penmen  were  not  so  critical  about 
articles ;  neither  can  we  imagine  that  a  point  of  this  moment 
should  have  been  left  so  unguarded,  with  nothing  to  direct  us 
but  I  know  not  what  blind  and  dark  conjectures  of  the  use  of 
articles ;  concerning  which  we  have  no  certain  rules  either  for 
Scripture,  or  for  any  other  writings.  The  word  0coy,  GW,  is 
frequently  used  without  the  article  to  signify  the  true  God:  and 
it  is  used  with  the  article  (2  Cor.  iv.  4.)  where  it  is  supposed 
by  most  interpreters  to  be  meant  of  the  Devil:  so  little  account 
is  there  to  be  made  of  articles.  But  enough  of  this.  It  is 
furthar  pretended,  that  6  Qebs,  Ood^  applied  to  the  Father,  may 
stand  for  Jehovah^  which  is  the  proper  name  of  a  Person^  and 
that  therefore  Cfod  and  God^  in  the  text,  cannot  bear  the  same 
sense,  unless  both  be  one  and  the  same  Person  Jehovah,  But 
in  answer  to  this,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  it  can  never  be 
proved  that  Jehovah  is  9^  proper  name  of  any  Person,  but  as  that 
Person  is  considered  as  having  independent  or  necessary  exist- 
ence :  and  then  the  name  must  be  common  to  as  many  persons 
as  exist  necessarily^  or  independently ;  independently  on  the  ttnll 
or  free  choice  of  any.  Besides  that  it  is  certain  that  the  name 
bdongs  equally  to  Father  or  Son,  (as  I  shall  shew  presently,) 
and  therefore  St.  John  might  intend  that  the  Father  is  Jehovah^ 
and  the  Son  Jehovah  too^  and  both  in  the  same  sense ;  while  at 
the  same  time,  by  his  telling  us  that  one  was  toith  the  other^  he 
•has  sufficiently  signified  that  they  are  not  the  same  Person; 
but  that  Jehovah  is  a  name  proper  indeed  to  one  substance, 
or  one  Godhead,  but  common  to  more  Persons  than  one.  I 
proceed  then, 

6.  To  observe,  that  St.  Johii  did  look  upon  God  the  Son  as 
ihe  true  Jehovah;  and  this  alone  is  an  irrefragable  argument  of 
.St.  JohH^s  meaning  in  the  text  before  us.     I  shall  first  shew 
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the  faet,  and  next  make  good  my  inference  from  it.  The  fadi 
may  be  proved  first  from  chapter  xii.  verse  41.  of  this  very 
Gospel.  The  words  are :  ^  These  things  said  Esaias  when  he 
"  saw  his  glory,''  (meaning  Christ's  glory,)  **  and  spake  of  him." 
Now  the  place  of  Esaias  referred  to  is  chapter  the  sixth,  wljieh 
b^ns  thus : 

^'  I  -saw  also  the  Lord  sitting  upon  a  throne,  high  fuid  lifted 
*^  Up,  and  his  train  filled  the  temple.    Above  it  stood  the  Sera- 

*'  phims ^And  one  cried  unto  another  and  said.  Holy,  holy, 

"  holy  is  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  the  whole  earth  is  full  of  his  glory." 
Here  we  are  to  observe,  that  the  Lord,  which  Esaias  saw  in  his 
vision,  was  the  Jehovah^  and  Lord  of  Hosts,  which  is  of  the  same 
signification  with  Lord  Ood  Almighty.  Him  it  was,  and  his 
ghry^  which  the  Prophet  saw.  And  that  this  was  Christ,  and 
that  ^ory  Christ's  glory,  St.  John  has  before  testified ;  and 
therefore  certain  it  is  that  God  the  Son  is,  in  St.  John's  account, 
the  Jehowxh^  and  Lord  God  Almighty.  This  reasoning  is  in  itself 
plain  and  strong ;  and  is  besides  further  confirmed  by  the  ^  con- 
curring sentiments  of  many  Catholic  writers. 

A  ^  late  writer  endeavouring  to  elude  the  force  of  this  text, 
devises  this  construction,  that  the  Prophet,  in  beholding  the 
glory  of  God  the  Father,  revealing  the  coming  of  Christ,  he  then 
saw  (that  is  foresaw)  the  glory  of  Christ.  But  admitting  that 
saw  may  sigaHy  foresaw^  (which  however  is  a  very  needless  sup- 
position, since  it  is  certain  that  our  blessed  Lord  had  as  much 
glory  with  the  Father  before  the  world  was,  as  ever  he  had  after, 
John  xvii.  5.)  yet  what  occasion  is  there  to  suppose' the  Father's 
glory  to  have  been  principally  spoken  of,  when  St.  John  says 
plainly  it  was  Christ s  glory,  and  that  the  Prophet  spake  of  him, 
vi2.  Christ?  It  is  indeed  said,  that  Christ  shall  come  '^  in  the 
**  glory  of  his  Father."  (Matt.  xvi.  27.)  But  it  is  also  said, 
that  ^^  he  shall  come  in  his  own  glory"  (Matth.  xxv.  31.  Luke 
ix.  26.);  "and  sit  in  the  throne  of  his  own  glory."  (Matt.  xix. 
a8.)  If  then  the  Prophet  saw  indeed  the  glory  of  the  Father 
also,  it  is  because  the  glory  of  both  is  one ;  and  if  the  Father 
be  the  Lord  ofHosts^  whom  the  Prophet  saw,  it  is  because  the 
Father  and  Son  are  one  Lord  of  Hosts:  for  it  is  as  certun  as 


V.l 


^  Eiisebius  in  loc.  Atbanasiufi,  p.    p.  605.    Cyril.  Hierosol.  Catech.  xiv. 
,  889.  Hilar.  Trin.  lib.  v.  cap.  33.    p.  303.    Ainbros.  de  Fid.  lib.  i.  c.  12. 


p.  873.   Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  lib.  v.    p.  141.  ed.  Bened.  Greg.  Nyss.  contr. 

p.  115.  Hieronymus  in  loc.  Epiphan.    Eunom.  1.  iL  p.  488. 

AnccHrat.  p.  15,  f  3.  Jobhis  apud  Phot.        1  Scrq>t.  Doctr.  p.  93.  3d  edit. 
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words  can  make  it,  from  what  St.  John  says,  that  the  Son^s 
glory  was  Been ;  and  that  he  was  the  Jehovah  of  whom  the  Pro- 
phet spake.  If  the  Father  was  so  too,  we  have  a  full  and  strong 
proof,  not  only  of  the  Son^s  being  Jehavcih^  but  of  the  Father 
an^  Son  both  being  comprehended  under  the  same  one  Jehovah  : 
and  so  indeed  "^  several  of  the  ancient  Fathers  have  interpreted 
it.  But  that  is  not  what  I  insist  upon  now,  my  argument  not 
requiring  it.  It  is  sufficient  for  me,  that  the  Prophet  satv,  or 
foresaw  (no  great  matter  which)  the  glory  of  Jehovah^  or  Lord 
of  Hosts ;  and  it  was  the  Jehovah^  or  Lord  o/ffostSy  that  the  Pro- 
phet spake  of.  That  is^  as  St.  John  interprets  it,  he  saw  the 
glory  of  Christ,  and  spake  of  him :  Christ  therefore  is  Jehovah 
and  Ijord  of  Hosts ;  which  was  to  be  proved. 

There  is  a  second  passage  in  this  very  €k>spel,  which  proves 
the  same  thing.  It  is  John  xix.  37.  '^  Another  Scripture  saith, 
"  They  shall  look  on  him  whom  they  have  pierced.**^  The  Scrip- 
ture referred  to  is  Zech.  xii.  10.  where  the  Lord  {Jehovah)  is 
introduced  saying,  '^  They  shall  look  upon  me^  whom  they  have 
"  pierced.**^  The  Person  pierced  is  Jehovah^  and  the  same  Person 
is  Christ :  wherefore,  by  necessary  construction  and  implication, 
Christ  is  Jehovah.  The  fact  being  thus  plain  and  clear,  we  are 
next  to  consider  the  inference  from  it.  The  import  of  the  name 
Jehovah  (according  to  the  best  critics^  ancient  and  modem)  is 
eternal,  immutable,  necessary  existence.  The  Greek  6  (Si^,  or 
rb  Sp^  taken  from  it,  or  answering  to  it,  has  been  interpreted  to 
the  same  sense  by  Jews,  Gentiles,  and  Christians".  It  would 
be  tedious  here  to  enter  any  further  into  the  detail  of  that  mat- 
ter. It  shall  suffice  to  observe  how  the  one  true  God  insists  upon 
his  being  Jehovah^  in  opposition  to  all  other  gods^  glorying,  in  a 
manner,  and  triumphing  in  it,  as  the  distinguishing  character  by 
which  he  would  be  known  to  be  infinitely  superior  to  all  the  gods 
of  the  nations. 

"  I  am  the  Lord,  (Jehovah^)  that  is  my  name,  and  my  glory 
^^  will  I  not  give  to  another,*^  Isa.  xlii.  8.  ^'  Against  all  the  gods 
**  of  Egjrpt  I  will  execute  judgment :  I  am  the  Lord,  (Jehovah^y 
Exod.  xii.  J  2.  ^^  Who  hath  told  it  from  time  to  time  I  have  not 
'^  I  the  Lord,  {Jehovah  f)  and  there  is  no  Grod  else  besides  me ; 

m  Athanasius,  Basil,  Gregory  Nys-  i.  lib.  i.  c.  6. 
sen,  Ambrose,  Jerome,  Epiphanius,        Appendix  to  the  Considerations  on 

before  referred  to.  Mr.Whiston's  Histor.  Prsef.  p.  loi. 

n  Vid.  Petav.  Dogm.  Theolog.  vol.  and  part  ii.  p.  2,  ^  &c. 
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*^  a  just  QtoAy  and  a  Saviour;  there  u  none  besides  me,^  Isa. 
xlv.  21.  "  I  am  the  Lord,  {Jdmah^)  the  God  of  ail  flesh:  is 
"  there  any  tiling  too  hard  for  meT  Jer.  xxxii.  27.  '*  I  am  the 
"  Lord,  {Jehovah;)  I  change  not,''  Mai.  iii.  6.  "  I  am  the  Lord, 
^'  (Jehovah;)  and  there  is  none  else :  I  form  the  light  and  create 

"  darkness 1  the  Lord  {Jdiomh)  do  all  these  things,''  Isa. 

xlv,  6,  7.  I  forbear  to  add  more  texts.  These  are  enough  for 
a  specimen.  There  is  no  giving  a  full  and  complete  idea  of  this 
matter,  without  transcribing  a  great  part  of  the  Old  Testament. 
Now  since  the  title  of  Jehovah  is,  in  Scripture,  a  principal  note 
of  distinction  by  which  the  true  God  was  pleased  to  manifest 
himself,  and  to  set  forth  his  own  superior  excellency  in  opposi- 
tion to  all  pretended  deities ;  and  since  St.  John  has  given  us 
to  understand,  that  Christ  is  Jehovahy  or  Lord  of  HosU^  and  con- 
sequently possessed  of  all  those  distinguishing  powers  and  per- 
fections which  go  along  with  that  title;  the  consequence  is 
evident  and  undeniable,  that  when  the  same  St.  John  tells  us 
that  the  Wobd  was  GW,  he  intended  no  nomincd  or  inferior 
Deity,  but  God  in  the  true,  strict,  and  proper  sense,  eternal  and 
immutable,  of  the  same  power,  nature,  and  perfections  with  God 
the  Father.  I  shall  now  briefly  sum  up  the  particulars  of  the 
argument,  that  we  may  the  more  easily  take  into  one  view  the 
whole  strength  and  force  of  it. 

The  Apostle  has  here  told  us,  in  a  very  solemn  manner,  in  the 
very  entrance  upon  his  Gospel,  that  the  AJyo;,  or  Wobd,  was 
God;  the  very  mention  whereof,  according  to  the  Scripture-idea 
of  God,  and  the  prevailing  notions  of  those  who  lived  in  and 
near  St.  John's  time,  carries  with  it,  in  its  first  and  most  natural 
conception,  all  that  is  good,  great,  or  excellent :  and  so  every 
unprejudiced  man,  upon  the  first  reading  or  hearing  the  Apostle's 
words,  would  be  apt  to  understand  him.  He  has  inserted  no 
guard  or  caution  to  prevent  any  such  construction ;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  has  hardly  omitted  any  thing  that  might  tend  to  con- 
firm and  enforce  it.  The  Word  was  God  before  he  had  any 
damkUon^  before  he  had  acted  as  represewMive  of  the  Father ; 
Gk>d,  in  the  hegimnrng,  before  the  world  was,  before  there  was  any 
creature;  God,  by  whom  the  world  was  made,  and  to  whom 
every  creature  owed  its  existence ;  who  coming  into  the  world, 
came  unto  his  oton^  who  is  Jehovah  and  Lord  ofHosU^  the  same 
as  ILvpvos  TtainoKpixiap^  the  Lord  Almighty y  and  God  over  all :  in 
such  a  sense,  and  with  these  circumstances,  the  Wobd  is  called 
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GW,  in  the  very  same  verse  where  mention  also  is  made  of  the 
Father^  with  whom  he  was,  and  who  is  there  called  God,  in  the 
strict  and  proper  sense :  all  this  put  together  amounts  to  a 
demonstration,  that  the  Apostle  intended  no  nommcU  or  inferior 
God  by  the  Word,  but  the  true  and  living  God,  one  with  the 
Father,  coessential  and  coetenial.  Thus  the  first  Christians 
understood  it ;  and  thus  the  Catholic  Church  has  believed :  and 
this  is  the  faith  which  we  ought  evermore  earnestly  to  contend 
for,  as  being  "  once  delivered  to  the  saints.**^ 

I  entreat  your  patience  but  a  little  further,  just  to  take  notice 
of  a  late  pretence  of  an  Arian  writer  °. 

The  Jews,  says  he,  and  Gentiles  believed  in  one  God,  under- 
standing it  of  one  Person  only :  our  Saviour  and  his  Apostles 
taught  that  Christ  was  the  Son  of  that  one  God:  when  therefore 
CSirist  is  also  styled  God,  those  among  whom  he  was  first  so 
styled,  would  naturally  understand  it  in  the  auiordimUe  sense, 
as  the  word  Elohim  in  the  Hebrew,  0€os  in  the  Greek,  and  Crod 
in  the  English  frequently  signifies. 

This  is  the  argument,  and  in  this,  the  author  says,  ^'  the  sum 
*'  of  the  whole  controversy  is  briefly  comprised.'^  If  this  be 
really  the  case,  the  controversy  may  be  brought  to  a  short  and 
clear  issue.  By  mbordinate  sense  of  the  word  God,  the  gentle- 
man means  such  a  sense  in  which  creatures  may  be  gods,  and 
have  been  called  gods.  I  hope  I  have  sufficiently  shewn  that 
St.  John  could  never  intend  any  such  low  sense,  nor  be  so  under- 
stood by  any  man  of  ordinary  attention,  or  common  discernment. 
As  to  the  question,  how  it  would  be  understood  by  those  who 
first  heard  it,  it  has  been  already  determined  by  plain  evidence 
of  fact.  It  appears  certainly  to  have  been  understood  in  the 
strict  and  proper  sense,  as  high  as  Tertullian,  Clement  of  Alex- 
andria, Irenseus,  Athenagoras,  that  is,  within  sixty  or  seventy 
years  of  St.  Johtfs  writing :  and  I  will  venture  to  add  Ignatius  p, 
which  brings  it  up  to  the  very  time :  for  Ignatius  had  been  well 
acquainted  with  St.  John  himself,  having  been  once  his  ^  disciple. 

As  to  Jews  or  Gentiles,  whatever  short  or  imperfect  notions 
they  had  of  God,  (though   it  is  a  disputable  point,  whether 

o  Modest  Plea,  Postscript,  p.  318.         Els  laro6s  corty,  aapKucSs  tc  icai 

P  *Off  7rp6  (d(i)vciv  naph  narpi  ^v,  Kal  7nf€VfiaTUC0£,  yevryrbs  Ka\  ayivrjrosy  €v 

h  TtXfi  «<t>dvrf.    Ignat.  ad  Magn,  cap.  aapKi  y§v6fiepos  8€<$r.   Ad  Epkes,  cap. 

vi.  p.  22.     '  vii.  p.  14. 
'Os  €<mv  avTov  \6yos  atbios,  ovk  airb        ^  Act.  Martyr.  S.  Ignat.   cap.  iii. 

eiyrjs  wpofXBwp.  cap.  viii.  p.  23.  p.  49. 
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they  did  not  both  admit  of  some  plurality  in  the  Deity,)  they 
are  to  come  to  Christians  to  be  more  fully  instructed ;  and  we 
are  not  to  be  taught  by  them,  how  we  are  to  understand  a  clear 
and  plain  Gospel.  Hard  must  be  our  case  indeed,  if  we  are  to 
be  sent  to  Jews  or  Pagans  to  learn  Christianity.  However, 
Jews  and  Gentiles  both  (as  many  as  came  over  to  Christianity, 
and  did  not  side  with  heretics)  then  at  least  corrected  (or  rather 
filled  up  what  was  wanting  in)  their  ideas  of  the  divine  Unity, 
by  their  faith  in,  and  profession  of  one  holy,  undivided,  and  co- 
eternal  Trinity.  We  have  seen  then,  first,  how  St.  John  ought 
to  have  been  understood ;  and  next,  how  he  actually  was  under- 
stood by  sober  men,  and  those  that  were  the  most  competent 
judges  of  his  meaning.  What  can  be  desired  more  to  cut  off  all 
further  controversy  in  this  article  ? 

To  conclude :  The  Sabellians  at  this  day,  as  well  as  formerly, 
are  a  standing  evidence  of  the  strength  and  force  of  those  two 
or  three  first  verses  of  St.  John's  Gospel.  For  as  they  reject 
the  CathoUc  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  Unity,  only  because  they 
think  it  repugnant  to  reason;  so  they  reject  also  the  Arian 
hypothesis^  because  they  take  it  to  be  repugnant  to  Scripture, 
and  particularly  to  the  first  chapter  of  St.  John.  They  are  sen- 
sible how  absurd  it  is  to  suppose  so  much  to  be  said  of  a  creatwre, 
and  said  in  that  manner,  and  with  those  circumstances;  and 
therefore  they  interpret  the  whole  of  God  the  Faiher  himself. 
Thus  they  get  over  one  difficulty,  but  unhappily  split  upon 
another ;  and  the  Arians  have  as  plainly  the  advantage  in  the 
point  ot personality^  as  the  other  have  in  respect  of  the  divinity 
of  the  Word.  Happy  might  it  be  for  both,  if,  laying  aside  pr'>- 
judice,  they  would  contentedly  submit  iheir  fomdes  to  God^s 
written  Word;  interpreting  it  according  to  its  most  obvious 
and  natural  meaning,  without  laboured  subtilties,  and  artificial 
glosses :  remembering  always  that,  in  case  of  doubt,  there  is  no 
safer  guide  to  take  with  us,  than  the  concurring  judgment  of  the 
ancients ;  nor  any  more  dangerous  than  warmth  of  imagination, 
or  a  love  of  novelties. 
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OR 


CHRIST'S   DIVINITY 

PROVED  FROM  CREATION. 


The  second  Sermon  preached  Oct.  ;,  1719- 


JOHN  1.  3. 

AU  things  were  made  hy  him,  and  tmthaut  him  toas  not  any  thing 
made  that  toas  made. 

1  HAVE  before  took  notice  of  these  words  of  the  Apostle,  but 
ao  far  only  as  was  necessary  to  give  some  light  to  the  words 
going  before,  whereof  I  was  then  discoursing.  My  design  now 
is,  to  consider  them  distinctly,  as  containing  a  further  argument, 
independent  of  the  former,  to  prove  the  real,  essential  divinity 
of  our  blessed  Lord,  ^'  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  amd  toith- 
^^  out  whom  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made.*^  I  have, 
in  my  former  discourse,  intimated  the  various  interpretations 
given  of  this  chapter,  under  the  names  of  Socinian,  Sabellian, 
Arian,  and  Gatholic,  suitably  to  their  respective  schemes.  Ac- 
cordingly, these  words  of  the  Apostle,  in  passing  through  those 
several  hands,  have  been  shaped  and  fashioned  into  so  many 
several  constructions;  though  one  only  can  be  the  true  one. 
The  Socinian  will  tell  us,  that  all  things  belonging  to  the  Gospel- 
state  were  regulated  and  modelled  by  the  man  Christ  Jesus ; 
that  the  morai  world  was  reformed  and  rectified  by  him ;  and 
that  the  Apostle  is  not  here  speaking  of  a  proper^  but  a  metor 
phorical  creation.  Next  comes  the  Sabellian,  who  thinks  that 
the  text  is  meant  of  the  creation  of  the  natttral  world,  and  aU 
things  in  it ;  but  then,  not  by  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  nor  by  any 
Person  reaUy  distinct  from  Gt>d  the  Father:  all  things  were 
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made  by  reason  or  toisdomy  figaratively  put  for  God  himfielf ;  ao 
that  the  Apostle  intended  not  here  any  real  Person  besides  God 
the  Father:  thus  far  the  Sabellian.     After  him  succeeds  the 
Arian,  who  admits  of  a  proper  creation  of  the  fkxtural,  not  the 
moral  world;   and  admits  also  of  a  distinct  Person,  viz.  the 
Aoyosyor  Word^  himself  a  creature:  and  he  does  not  deny  him 
any  hand  or  concern  at  all  in  the  creation ;  but  endeavours  only 
to  detract  from  him,  more  or  less,  with  great  uncertainty.    For, 
as  I  have  before  observed,  that  sort  of  men  are  always  fluctu- 
ating, hovering,  and  doubtful,  not  knowing  where  to  fix  upon 
any  certain  set  <^  principles.    Sometimes  ^  you  will  find  them 
pretending  that  God  the  Son,  properly  speaking,  did  not  mate 
or  create  any  thing  at  all ;  but  that  the  Fdher  only  was  Cre- 
€ftor^  through  him.     At  other  times  ^  they  will  not  scruple  to 
allow  that  the  Son,  by  his  own  inherent  power,  created  all  things 
out  of  nothing;  which  is  carrying  the  point  as  high  as  any  the 
soundest  Catholic  can  carry  it :  only  they  add,  by  way  of  lessen- 
ing, that  this  was  at  the  command  of  the  Father,  Who  had 
appointed  him  Creator ;  which  however  might  bear  a  sound  and 
good  sense.    Betwixt  these  extremities  of  high  and  low  (if  I 
may  so  caU  them)  amoost  the  Arians,  there  is  a  middle  way, 
and  that  also  with  a  latitude :  some  think  it  enough  for  tiie  Son 
to  have  created  some  things  only  (suppose,  what  belongs  to  one 
system):    others  again  (understanding  by  oreati/i/ig,  modelling 
only)  apprehend  it  sufficient,  if  he  did  hMiframe^  models  or  digeU 
what  was  already  created  to  his  hand :  otiiera  lastly,  admitting 
both,  yet  say,  it  was  not  by  his  4>wn  power,  but  the  potoer  of  the 
Father,  always  present  witii  him :  or  that  he  had  learned  the 
art  of  creating  by  being  bred  up  under  the  Father ;  which  was 
the  profane  and  wanton  suggestion  of  Asterius,  an  Arian  sophist 
of  the  fourth  c^itury  <:.     There  is  no  end  of  fancies  and  conjec- 
tures, when  men  are  once  got  out  of  the  plain  and  open  way  of 
truth.     I  shall  not  undertake  particularly  and  severally  to  coor 
fute  the  three  hypotheses^  and  the  interpretations  built  upon 
them :  but  I  shall  proceed  to  lay  down  the  Catholic  construe- 

*  TLoKkoKii  yhp  aiaiKoa  rwas  Xeyop-  tate  ct  prsBcepto  (Dei  et  Patris  sm) 

ras  Sti  6  vl6f  ivolriirtp  ov^,  ak\a  dt  ccelestia  et  terrestna,  visibilia  et  invi- 

itvrov  iy€V€To  T^  y€v6fifpa,  Epiph.An-  sibilia,  corpora  et  spiritus,  ex  nullis 

corat,  p.  33.  exstantilms,  ut  essent,  sua  virtwte  fe- 

^  Antequam  faceret  universa,  omni-  cit.  Serm,  Arianorum  apud  Aug.  torn, 

um  fiituronim  Deus  et  Dominus,  Rex  \iii.  p.  623.  ed.  Bened. 

et  Creator  erat  constitutus.    Volun-  ^  Athanas.  Orat.  ii.  496. 

VOL.  n.  B 
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tion ;  which  if  I  can  maintain  and  defend^  the  other  drop  of 
course.  The  Catholic  doctrine  is  this :  that  the  Son^  together 
with  the  Father,  (always  including  the  Holy  Ghost,)  was  the 
efficient  Cause  of  all  things,  the  Creator  and  Framer  of  men  and 
angels,  of  principaUties  and  powers,  of  the  whole  universe,  I 
shall  therefore,  in  my  following  discourse,  undertake  these  three 
things: 

I.  I  shall  endeavour  to  shew  that  God  the  Son,  a  distinct 
Person  from  God  the  Father,  is  strictly  and  properly  efficient 
Cause  and  Creator  of  all  things. 

II.  I  shall  consider  tiie  force  of  the  argument  arising  from  it, 
in  favour  of  Christ's  divinity. 

III.  I  shall  draw  some  suitable  inferences  from  the  whole. 

I.  I  shall  endeavour  to.  shew  that  God  the  Son,  a  distinct 
Person  from  Grod  the  Father,  is  strictly  and  properly  efficient 
Cause  and  Creator  of  all  things.  And  here  I  shall  distinctly 
consider  what  light  we  may  have  in  this  matter  from  the  New 
Testament,  and  what  from  the  Old,  and  what  additional  con- 
firmation from  the  declared  sentiments  of  the  primitive  and 
Catholic  Church. 

I.  To  begin  with  the  New  Testament;  and  first  with  the 
very  words  of  the  text :  "All  things  were  made  by  him,  and 
"  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made.'*'  I  have, 
in  a  former  discourse,  asserted  the  distinct  personality  of  the 
A6yoSi  or  Word  ;  shewing  that  the  Sabellian  interpretation  of 
this  chapter  will  by  no  means  bear :  I  shall  occasionally  take 
notice  of  the  Sabellian  pretences  in  relation  to  other  texts,  as 
I  come  to  treat  of  them.  For  the  clearer  understanding  of  the 
text  now  under  consideration,  we  may  observe,  that  Cerinthus 
and  other  heretics  (against  whose  pernicious  principles  St.  John 
is  reasonably  believed  to  have  wrote  his  Gospel)  had  made  a 
distinction  between  the  JUfper  and  lotoer  world,  pretending  they 
had  not  one  Author.  Hence,  very  probably,  it  is,  that  the 
Apostle  expresses  himself  so  particularly  and  emphatically  in 
these  words,  (which  might  otherwise  look  like  tautology,)  "  and 
"  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made.*"  He 
had  first  told  us,  affirmatively^  that  all  things  were  made  by  the 
Word  ;  then  he  repeats,  as  it  were,  the  same  thing  over  again, 
but  negatively^  that  nothing  was  made  without  him :  that  is,  we 
are  not  to  except  any  part  of  the  creation,  not  the  invisible 
things  above,  which  the  heretics  pretended  to  distinguish  from 
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the  other :  all  things,  visible  and  invisible ;  all,  without  excep- 
tion, were  made  by  the  Word.  I  must  here  observe,  that^  after 
the  Arian  controversy  arose^  the  Catholics  made  good  use  of 
the  latter  part  of  this  text  especially,  which  is  so  very  expressive 
and  emphatical.  The  Arian  principle  is,  that  the  Son  was  the 
first  thing  that  God  had  made;  and  that  God  made  him, 
inue(nT€VTfasy  immediately  by  himself,  without  the  intervention  of 
any  other  person.  Against  this»  the  Gatiiolics  pleaded  that 
nothing  was  made  wiliiout  the  intervention  of  the  Son;  the 
Apostle  having  emphatically  declared,  that  ^^  without  him  was 
"  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made  :'^  there  was  therefore 
nothing  made  d/ieo-trcvro)?,  immediately  by  the  Father,  without 
the  intervention  and  concurrence  of  the  Son.  Consequently,  the 
Son  was  not  made  at  all,  since  it  is  absurd  to  imagine  that  he 
intervened  or  concurred  to  the  making  of  himself;  which  would 
be  the  same  as  to  say,  that  he  existed  before  he  existed,  or  was 
prior  to  himself.  But  I  pass  on  to  what  I  design.  ^'  All  things 
^^  were  made  by  him,"^  signifies  the  same,  as  that  he  made  all 
things.  Thus  the  ^ancients  have  unanimously  interpreted  it, 
and  the  idiom  of  the  language  will  undoubtedly  bear  it*.  We 
find  the  phrase  of  hC  carrov^  or  hi  oC,  rh  itivra^  by  whom  are  all 
things^  nearly  the  same  with  what  St.  John  here  says  of  the  Son, 
twice  applied  to  the  Father  himself,  (Bom.  xi.  36.  Heb.  ii.  10.) 
which  effectually  takes  off  any  pretence  the  Arians  can  have, 
merely  from  the  force  of  the  preposition  hih,  as  if  it  were 
intended  as  a  note  of  inferiority,  when  it  is  nothing  more  than 
a  note  of  distinction.  When  Father  and  Son  are  joined  toge- 
ther, (as  1  Cor.  viii.  6.)  o/tohom  is  indeed  applied  to  the  Father, 
and  by  whom  to  the  Son,  to  signify  at  once  the  unity  of  opera- 
tion and  distinction  of  Persons,  and  withal  some  priority  of 
order,  as  the  Father  is  the  fountain  of  all,  and  first  in  con- 
ception, whenever  we  think  of  the  Deity.    This  is  all  that  can 

*  Olrot  ydo  itrriv  oKf^  oZ  kgI  tAm        Verbtim  autem  hoc  illud  est  quod 

ohpav^  xal  Hfv  yrpfy  &c.    Jvat,  Dial,  in  sua  venit,  et  std  eum  non  rec^pe- 

p.  331.  runt.    Mundus  enim  per  eum  factus 

llp6f  avTov  yhp,  Koi  hC  avrov  iravra  est,  et  mundus  eum  non  cognovit. 

tyivrro.  AtheMff.  p.  38.  — —Si  homo  tantummodo  Cnristus, 

Verbimi  Dei  per  quod  omnia  facta  <|uomodo  veniens  in  hunc  mundum, 

sunt,  et  quoniam  mundus  proprius  in  sua  venit,  cum  homo  nullum  fece- 

ipeius  et  per  ipsum  factus  est,  volun-  rit  mundum  ?  Novat,  cap.  xiii.  p.  714* 

tate  Patns — ^mundi  enim  Factor  vere  715. 
Verbiun  Dei  est.  Iren.  p.  315.  «  See  Petavius  de  Trin.  lib.  vii. 

Fecit  enim  et  ipse  quae  facta  sunt  cap.  17.  p.  431. 
per  iUum.  TertulL  contr.  Prax,  p.  504. 
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be  reasonably  inferred  from  the  Soripture-usage  of  the  prepo- 
riH&ne :  especially  if  it  be  considered  that  under  the  same  lati- 
tude of  expression,  as  aU  things  are  said  to  be  ^the  Father,  so 
likewise  aU  things  are  said  to  be  2y  the  Son ;  consequently  the 
<q>eration  of  one  is  of  equal  extent  with  the  operation  of  the 
other,  and  indeed  is  but  one  work  of  both.  AU  things  then  are 
made  hy  the  Scnj  but  in  conjunction  with  the  Father;  and  the 
Father  hath  made  nothing  but  in  and  by  the  Son.  This  appears 
to  be  the  true  and  full  sense  of  the  text  in  St.  John,  whereof 
I  am  now  treating;  and  it  is  confirmed  by  other  passages  of 
the  New  Testament^  which  I  shall  take  in  their  order.  There 
is  one  occurring  in  the  same  chapter,  a  few  verses  lower.  **  He 
*'  was  in  the  worlds  and  the  world  was  made  by  him,  and  the 
''  world  knew  him  not :  he  came  unto  his  own,  and  his  own 
"  received  him  not.''  ver.  lo,  ii.  Some  have  thought  that  by 
his  own^  in  this  place,  is  meant  only  his  own  people,  tiie  Jews^ 
as  being  of  his  kindred  according  to  tiie  flesh.  But  this  can 
never  be  the  meaning  of  it.  The  Evangelist  is  here  speaking  of 
the  Aoyo9,  or  Word,  antecedently  considered,  and  now  coming 
to  those  who  were  Ms  own  before  he  came  to  them,  before  he 
took  flesh  upon  him.  The  words  inunediately  preceding,  viz. 
"  the  world  was  made  by  him,  and  the  world  knew  him  not,'' 
make  it  probable  that  tiie  Apostle  was  not  then  thinking  of  the 
Jews  only,  but  of  mankind  in  general.  Besides  this,  it  is  worth 
the  noting,  that  some  heretics^  in  St.  John's  time  probably,  as 
well  as  Mter,  had  a  conceit  that  the  Creator  of  this  lower  world 
was  separate  and  distant  from  the  supreme  God,  and  that 
Christ  came  not  into  a  world  of  Ms  own  making,  but  into  one 
that  belonged  to  another.  Now  in  opposition  to  these  and  the 
like  chimerical  fancies,  the  Apostle  informs  us,  that  the  same 
Creator  (that  is,  Christ  in  conjunction  with  the  Father)  made 
every  thing ;  and  that  therefore  when  he  came  into  the  world, 
he  came  imio  his  oton^  his  own  house  and  workmanship,  this 
world  being  by  right  of  creation  his.  This  construction  is  what 
Irenseus,  a  very  ancient  writer,  gives  of  the  text^.  The  like 
construction  is  given  of  it  by  ^  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  Hippo- 
lytus,  and  Novatian,  writers  of  the  second  and  third  centuries. 
Some  who  interpret  the  text  of  the  Jews,  yet  do  not  give  this 
for  the  reason,  that  the  Jews  were  his  oum^  as  being  akin  to  him 

'  Iren.  p.  i88, 315, 316.  contr.  Noet.  cap.  xii.  p.  14.  Novatian. 

s  Qem.  Alex.  p.  883.    Hippolyt.    cap.  13. 
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aeeordmg  to  the  flesh;  but  as  Uiey  were  his  peauUum^j  his  ohoeeit 
people,  and  as  he  was  in  a  more  eminent  manner  thdr  €k>d : 
and  so  Gyril  of  Jerusalem  seems  to  understand  it^  Taking  the 
text  either  of  these  ways,  it  affords  us  an  argument  of  the  Sony's 
being  properly  Creator.  Vor  if  it  be  understood  of  the  iooirld 
in  general,  then  it  is  manifest  from  the  words  immediately  pre- 
ceding, that  the  rh,  tbia  refers  to  his  right  of  creation,  and  that 
the  world  is  called  his  oum  in  that  rei^ect.  Or  if  it  be  under- 
stood of  the  Jews,  it  will  proye  thus  much,  that  they  were  his 
oum^  as  they  were  hie  people,  and  he  their  God;  and  it  will 
appear  from  the  Old  Testament,  that  Uie  God  of  Israel  was  the 
Maker  of  the  world,  the  same  that  created  Jaoob^  and  formed 
lera^^  (Is.  xliii.  i.)  and  none  else.  If  it  be  said,  that  the  Jews 
may  here  be  called  his  ot^,  as  he  was  their  promised  Meaiah^ 
their  Saviowr  and  Redeemer;  tiiat  construction  seems  to  be  the 
least  probable  of  any :  first,  because  he  was  equally  the  Saviour 
of  ma/nlmdy  and  therefore  there  is  no  reason  why  the  Jews 
should  be  called  his  own  in  that  respect.  And  secondly,  because, 
admitting  they  might  be  called  his  oion  in  that  rei^ect,  yet  it 
could  not  haye  been  so  properly  said  of  them,  antecedently  to 
the  work  of  redemption,  brfore  he  had  bought  them  at  the  price 
of  his  blood,  and  thereby  made  them  his  oum,  I  conclude 
therefore  from  this  passage,  that  whether  it  means  the  world 
or  the  Jetcs^  they  were  his  otm  in  some  higher  respect ;  and 
that  could  be  no  other  but  as  he  was  their  Creator. 

The  next  Scripture  I  shall  cite  shall  be  out  of  the  Bevelation^ 
the  work  of  the  same  Apostle  whose  words  I  have  been  con- 
sidering. Our  blessed  Lord  is  there  called  the  'A/ctx^,  *^the 
*'  beginning^  (that  is,  ^author  or  efficient  cause)  '*  of  the  creation 
•*of  God.''  Bey.  iii.  14.  This  I  mention  as  the  most  probable 
construction  of  the  place,  suitable  to  what  I  have  before  ob- 
served from  St.  John's  Gospel.  Otherwise,  I  think,  nothing 
can,  with  any  certainty,  be  proved  from  this  passage  alone;' 
the  word  'A/%^  (whidi  we  render  legiwnmg)  being  a  word  of 
great  latitude,  and  capable  of  many  senses.  .  The  anciente  may 
affiyrd  us  some  light  in  this  matter ;  not  that  I  find  this  text 

^  See  Deut.  xiv.  a.  Non  ideo  se  prindpiiim  creatui» 

^  CM],  Cateeh.  xii.  p.  15a,  31a.  didt,  quod  ipse  fit  creatnra,  sed  quod 

0<.  ed.  ab  ipso  omnia  sint  areata,  nt  puta 

k^  *hpxri  yhp  r^  Krivtms  tj  irpoKarap-  ardutectos  fedt  domum.  Berengamd, 

nmi  tdrla  kxu  Stcrurrog.  Andr,  Cottar,  m  loo,  p.  511. 

in  loc.  p.  ao. 
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particularly  explained  or  quoted  by  any  of  the  earlier  writers : 
but  it  is  frequent  with  them  to  apply  the  name  'Apxh  to  God  the 
Son ;  and  they  give  this  account  of  it :  ^  he  existed  of  and  from 
the  Father  before  all  things;  he  made  all  things;  and  he 
governs  all  things:  and  therefore  is  the  *Apx^»  the  head,  or 
beginning  of  all  things,  or  of  the  whole  creation.  This,  I  pre- 
sume, may  serve  as  the  best  conunent  we  can  meet  with  upon 
this  text  in  the  Revelation.  I  shall  now  proceed  to  other  texts 
of  more  clear  and  certain  meaning :  i  Oor.  viii.  6.  "  To  us  there 
"  is  but  one  God,  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things,  and  we 
"  in  him ;  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  are  all  things, 
"  and  we  by  him.*"  Before  I  come  to  the  argument  which  I 
intend  from  this  text«  I  may  just  take  notice  that  here  we  find 
Father  and  Son  equally  opposed  to  the  gods  many,  and  lorck 
many.  There  is  but  one  Lord  to  us,  viz.  Jems  Christ.  Is  then 
the  Father  (who  also  is  the  Lord  "  by  whom  are  all  things,'** 
Bom.  xi.  34,  36.)  excluded  among  the  lords  ma/ny  ?  God  forbid. 
But  Father  and  Son  are  one  Lord.  So  likewise  to  us  there  is 
but  one  God,  viz.  the  Father.  Is  then  the  Son  excluded  among 
the  gods  mxmy  f  the  Son,  who,  as  the  same  St.  Paul  testifies,  is 
"  over  all  God  blessed  for  ever  T  (Bom.  ix.  5.)  No,  certainly : 
but  Father  and  Son  are  one  God.  Thus,  and  thus  only,  can 
St.  Paul's  reasoning  in  that  chapter  be  made  to  hang  together : 
or  otherwise  he  himself  has  infallibly  shewn  us  that  there  are 
to  fis  two  Gods  and  two  Lords,  at  the  same  time  that  he  in- 
tended to  prove  (see  ver.  4.)  that  to  us  there  is  but  one  Gfod,  and 
one  Lord.  The  truth  is,  St.  Paul  has  not  only  hereby  insinuated 
to  us,  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God  and  one  Lord ;  but  he 
has  likewise  intimated  the  reason  why,  or  on  what  account  they 
are  one.  It  is  because  all  things  whatsoever  arise  or  flow  from 
both.  There  is  nothing  o/the  Father,  but  by  the  Son ;  nor  any 
thing  by  the  Son,  but  what  is  also  0/  the  Father :  so  that  the 
original  of  all  creatures  is  referred  up  to  both,  as  to  one  indi- 
vidual fountain  and  cause  of  their  existence.  The  Father  does 
not  make  one  thing,  and  the  Son  another ;  but  what  the  Father 
creates,  the  Son  creates,  for  aU  things  are  by  the  Son.  Hence 
it  is  manifest,  that  God  the  Son  is  Creator  and  author  of  (zU 

1  *H  r&v  5X«v  *A.pxff  rfTif  oTTcuodv-         OZros  \€y€TaL  *Apv^  on  apx^h  «al 
OTOi   fiiv    iK   Tov   6<ov   TOW    aopdrov     Kvpi€V€i  iratrriov  bi  avrov  (*-* 


iromrrf  icoi  irp6  aUuwp*  rcrvTTtfKcv  dc    fuv»p,  Theoph.  ArUioch.  lib.  li. 
rii  luff  iavT^v  iirairra  y€p6fuva.  Clem.         Vid.  C0I088.  i.  1 8. 
Alex.  Strom,  i.  p.  669. 
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thififfSy  as  well  as  the  Father ;  nor  would  the  Apostle  have  used 
the  same  latitude  of  expression  in  respect  of  both,  (without  any 
the  least  guard,  caution,  or  exception,)  had  he  not  so  under- 
stood it  ™.  I  find  an  ancient  writer,  under  the  name  of  Igna- 
tius, though  certainly  later  than  Ignatius,  concluding  from  this 
very  text  that  the  °  Son  of  God  created  all  things.  Whoever  the 
author  was,  the  reasoning  is  true  and  just,  agreeable  to  other 
Scriptures,  and  to  the  unanimous  sentiments  of  the  primitive 
Church.  Some  amongst  us  of  late  have  afiected  very  much  to 
say,  that  all  things  were  created  through  the  Son,  rather  than 
hy  the  Son.  But  they  do  not  tell  us  the  meaning  of  their  quaint 
distinction  between  iy  and  through ;  nor  indeed  are  they  able, 
in  the  present  case,  to  make  sense  of  it.  Whether  they  say 
through  or  2y,  aU  comes  to  the  same  thing,  that  the  Father  is 
Creator  by  the  operation  of  the  Son :  that  is,  both  toork  toge- 
ther, ("  my  Father  worketh  hitherto,  and  I  work ;  what  things 
"  soever  he  doth,  these  also  doth  the  Son  likewise,*"  John  v.  17, 
19.)  The  operation  is  undivided^  and  the  work  one :  ^one  crea- 
tion, and  one  Creator  in  all.     But  more  of  this  in  the  sequel. 

The  next  passage  in  order  is  Ephes.  iii.  9.  ^*  God  who  cre- 
*'  ated  all  things,  by  Jesus  Christ.'^  The  sense  of  this  must  be 
the  same  with  the  former,  and  needs  not  any  further  comment. 
The  last  words,  "  by  Jesus  Christ,"'  are  observed  to  have  been 
wanting  in  the  most  ancient  copies ;  and  are  therefore  probably 
presumed  to  be  an  addition  to  the  text.  If  so,  then  this  text 
is  nothing  to  our  present  purpose.  I  shall  only  remark,  that 
when  this  text  is  away,  there  will  be  but  one  left,  in  the  whole 
Scripture,  where  that  particular  form  of  expression  is  used,  of 
CrOiTa  making  the  world  hy  the  Son.  And  that  is  Heb.  1.  2.  "  By 
"  whom  also  he  made  the  worlds.*" 


»  Omnia  enim  per  Filium  ex  nihilo  ec6f  \6yor  Koi  aMs  hroirifrt  rk  ncoh- 

sabstiterunt :    et  ad  Deum   ex  quo  ra,  Xcycc  yhp  6  airSaroXog.  tls  Bcdr 

omnia,  ad  Filimn  rero  per  quern  om-  6  irar^p,  cf  00  rh  iravra'  Koi  €19  Kvpios 

nia  Apostolus  retulit.  £t  non  invenio  'hurow  Xpurrks,  it  o^  t6,  iravra.  Ign<U, 

qmdi  dilSerat,  cwn  per  utnunque  opus  adscript.  Epist.  ad  Tars.  c.  iv.  p.  106. 

sit  virtntis  ejusdem.    Si  enim  ad  uni-  Catei. 

versitatis   substantiam  proprium   ac  Vid.  etiam  Tertull.  contr.  Praz.  cap. 

sufficiens  creaturis  esset  ^uod  ex  Deo  xxi.   Athanas.  Orat.  i.  contr.  Aiian. 

sunt;  quid  habuit  necessitatis  memo-  p.  124.  Cvril.  Hierosol.  Catech.  x. 

rasse,  quod  quae  ex  Deo  sunt  per  o  M^  cW  SKKa  Xpurrov  di/fuovp- 

Ckristum  sint,  nisi  quod  unum  idem  yrfftara,  icaX  SKKa  waTp6s.  fiia  yap  7 

est,  per  Christum  esse,  et  ex  Deo  esse  ?  iravrav  ^pxavpyia,  rov  frarphs  dm  rov 

Hilar.  Trin,  lib.  viii.  c.  38.  p.  970.  vlov  imroiriK&ros.    CyrU.  Catech.  xi. 

»  llp<aT6roKO£   n^urris  JcrioYoof,   Koi  p.  143. 
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The  other  places^  which  make  mention  of  the  Son's  creating 
all  things,  run  in  a  somewhat  different  style ;  saying  only,  that 
tiie  lYorld,  or  all  things,  were  made  by  Mm;  not  that  God  made 
them  through,  or  by  him :  which  different  way  ot  expressing  the 
same  thing  is  worth  the  observing,  to  keep  us  from  two  ex- 
tremes ;  that  we  may  not  so  interpret  GocTa  making  all  things 
iy  the  San,  as  to  exclude  the  Son  from  being  properly  Creator ; 
nor  so  interpret  the  Son'^s  making  all  things,  as  to  forget  that 
he  is  a  8on^  and  as  such  refers  all  to  the  Father,  as  the  Head 
and  FowfUain  of  the  Son  himself  p. 

I  pass  on  to  a  famous  passage  in  the  first  chapter  of  Uie 
Epistle  to  the  Colossians,  which  runs  thus : 

"  Who  is  the  image  of  the  invisible  God,  the  first-bom  of 
"  every  creature :  for  by  him  were  all  things  created,  that  are 
^'  in  heaven,  and  that  are  in  eiu*th,  visible  and  invisible,  whether 
^^  they  be  thrones,  or  dominions,  or  principalities,  or  powers,  all 
'^  things  were  created  by  him,  and  for  him.  And  he  is  before 
"  all  things,  and  by  him  all  things  consist.'*^  (Coloss.  i.  15,  16, 
17.)  Strong,  lively,  and  magnificent  expressions;  plainly  in- 
tended of  a  Perdon^  the  Son  of  God  just  before  mentioned,  (ver. 
13.)  so  that  here  is  no  room  for  any  Sabellian  pretences ;  of  a 
Person  preexistii^  before  the  world  began,  so  that  here  is  as 
little  left  for  the  Socinian ;  lastly  <rf  a  Person  who  was  before 
all  creatures,  and  made  all  creatures,  whidi  is  enough  to  silence 
the  Arians,  The  last  particular  I  am  principally  obliged  to 
speak  to.  In  the  Greek  we  have  two  expressions,  iv  ovrf  and 
hC  avravj  in  him^  and  by  Aim^  were  all  things  created ;  and  also 
€ls  avrhv^for  him;  the  same  expression  which  we  find  used  of 
Ck)d  the  Father,  probably,  (Bom.  xi.  36,)  and  is  there  rendered 
to  him.  So  now  we  have  found  cfc  airrov  ra  ttoi/to,  as  before  -^i* 
avTov  Tct  Ttdirra^  equally  applied  to  Father  and  Son :  such  expres- 
sions, so  indifferently  applied  to  either,  have  a  meaning ;  and 

P  The  anonymous  writer  of ''  Mo-  contenting  himself  with  throwing  in 

"  dest  Plea^  &c.  continued/'  pretends  two  or  three  expressions,  as  expkma' 

that  this  concession  of  the  Father's  tory  of  the  Father's  being  Head  and 

being  Head  and  Fountain,  &c.  over-  Fountain,  (which  are  really  not  expla" 

turns  our  whole  scheme,  (p.  39.)  But  natory,  hut  a  manifest  perverting  of 

he  does  not  attempt  to  shew  how.  the  sense,)  drops  the  point  whidi  it 

Dr.  Clarke  and  his  adherents  have  concerned  him  to  speak  to.    The  oh- 

been  called  upon  more  than,  once,  to  jection  from  suborrniation,  long  ago 

make  ^ood  their  consequence  from  despised  out  of  the  mouth  of  £uno- 

9ubord$nation  of  order  to  iar^eriority  mius,    will    not   grow    considerable 

oi  nature,  (See  my  Defence,  &c.  vol.  1.  merely  by  being,  repeated,  without 

p.  448,  450,  535.)    But  this  writer,  any  thing  new  to  enforce  it 
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did  not  drop  by  chance  from  inspired  writers.    But  to  consider 
the  passa^  more  distinctly. 

In  respect  of  the  words,  "  first-bom  of  every  creatnre,'"  our 
translation  comes  not  up  to  the  force,  or  meaning,  of  the  ori- 
ginal 9.  It  should  have  been,  bom  (or  begotten)  be/ore  the  whole 
creation';  as  is  manifest  from  the  context,  which  gives  the  rea- 
son why  he  is  said  to  be  v/mh-otoicos  vcurrfs  icr(<r€»9.  It  is  because 
he  is  '^  before  all  things,^  and  because  by  him  were  all  things 
created.  So  that  this  very  passage,  which,  as  it  stands  in  our 
translation,  may  seem  to  suppose  the  Son  one  of  the  creatures, 
does,  when  rightly  understood,  clearly  exempt  him  from  the 
number  of  creatures.  He  was  before  eJl  created  being,  and  con- 
sequently was  himself  uncreatedy  existing  with  the  FaUier  from 
all  eternity.  But  this  by  Uie  way  only,  the  better  to  introduce 
what  I  have  to  observe  further  from  this  passage.  Creation 
is  here  ascribed  to  the  Son  in  very  full,  clear,  and  expressive 
terms.  *'  All  things  i""  not  sublunary  things  only,  not  this  infe- 
rior system,  but  "  all  things,'"  whether  above  or  below,  ^  that 
^^  are  in  heaven,  and  that  are  in  earth  i""  not  inanimate  things 
only,  or  the  inhabitants  of  this  globe,  but  also  what  is  remote 
and  distant;  all  things  viiible  and  invisiUe;  and  not  only  all 
rational  creatures  of  an  inferior  rank  and  order,  but  the  very 


Ttu,  \&yos  avTov  wdpYcov  ica\  vpwr6' 
TOKOS  Koi  ivvafus,  Justtn,  Mari»  Ap.  i. 
p.  46. 

'Djmr6rotios  rf  oy€innjT^  Ocf  core. 
Ibia,  p.  loi.    *0y  Ktii  \6yoi  Trpo^rrfro- 

KOt    &P   TOV    Q€OV    Koi    Oc^ff    VRYXpyfi. 

Ibid,  p.  123.  Gcoi)  dc,  ck  tov  clytu 
r^Kvoy  irpwr&roKov  r&v  SX.»y  KTicfia- 
Twy.  Dial,  p.  364.  TLpwr&roKop  rov 
OcoO,  Koi  wp6  inarnov  t&p  Knafiar»p. 
Ibid,  p.  395.  Tovro  r^  Spn  mr6  rov 
waTp6s  fTpoPXrfBtp  y€pprjfia,  irp6  wap" 
T»p  T&p  noifjfutrmp  avprfp  rf  ^f^^fV^ 
Ibid,  p.  187.  np6  wdpTtMf  atrXmt  t&p 
KTWiiormp,  Ibid,  p.  ^75. 

It  is  obeorvable  uuit  Justin  never 
sajs  wp6  T&p  SKKmp  KTurjiarmp,  but, 
simplj  and  absolutely,  before  aU  crea- 
turas,  clearly  exsmpukf^  the  Soa  from 
the  number  oif  creatwret. 

Upmrop  yipptffMa  f  Jycu  rf  ^v^n-pl,  o^x 
ms  y€p6fi€P9P,  &c.  Athmag.  p.  38. 

Ilp6  yap  t\  yivt^Boif  rovntf  c^ 
avfifiavkop,  4avTov  povp  Koik  ^fp^mf^tw 
hra"  dintrff  hi  iiOtkifiytp  6  6c6ff  iroi^ 


COL  iira  ipovktv&aro,  rovrov  r^  \6yop 
^hnnjtrt  Trpocbopuc^v,  np^T^roKOP  mi- 
<n}s  m-toYcoff,  &c.  Theoph.  Antioch.  p. 

ISO. 

Primogenitui  condiHonii,  ut  Sermo 
Creatoris  per  quern  omnia  fiacta  sunt. 

Quomodo  ante  omnia,  si  non  pri- 

mogenitus  conditionis,  si  non  Sermo 
Creatoris  ?  Tertutt,  contr.  Marc.  lib.  v. 
p.  486. 

Primogenitus  omnis  creaturse 

quoniam  secundum  divinitatem  ante 
omnem  creaturam  ex  Patre  Deua  Ser- 
mo processit.  Novat,  c.  16. 

Uptor&roKop  wdmfs  icrimtn,  r^  wph 
aUomvp  thtoKUf,  rot)  warp^s  yannjOitfrOf 
ob  KTivBipva,  Cotutit,  Apostol.  1.  vii. 
C.41. 

These  passages  are  sufficient  to 
shew  how«p#rmjtoffwa8  understood 
by  the  earliest  Christian  writers.  If 
the  reader  desires  to  see  it  still  fur- 
ther ec^lained,  he  cannot  consult  a 
better  than  the  great  Athanasius. 
Orat.  iL  contr,  Arian,  p.  530,  &c. 

^  See  John  i.  30.  irpArrf*  pov  f/w. 
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highest  orders  of  angels  or  arehangels :  whether  there  be  thrones 
or  dominions^  principalities  or  powers ;  they  are  all  created  in 
and  hy  him :  not  only  so,  hxxifor  him,  or  to  him ;  he  is  the  Jmal 
as  well  as  efficient  Cause;  as  muoh  as  to  say,  that  they  are 
made  for  his  service  and  for  his  glory,  the  ultimate  end  of  their 
creation.  And  that  it  may  not  be  suspected,  that  they  have 
their  dependence  upon  another,  and  not  upon  him ;  or  that  in 
him  they  do  not  Uve  and  move  and  hold  their  being ;  the  Apostle 
adds  further,  that  "  by  him  all  things  consist.""  He  is  not  Crea- 
tor only  once,  but  perpetual  Creator,  being  the  Sustainer  and 
Preserver  of  the  whole  universe. 

Is  this  the  description  of  a  creature  f  or  can  any  thing  be  said 
higher  or  stronger  even  of  Qt)d  the  Father,  to  signify  his  being 
properly  Creator  and  Preserver  of  the  world®! 

I  go  on  to  Heb.  i.  %.  where  it  is  said  "  by  whom  (Christ) 
**  he  (God)  made  the  worlds  :*"  to  which  is  subjoined  that  he  is 
aitavyaayiay  the  "  brightness  (or  effiilgency)  of  his  glory,  and  the 
'^  express  image  of  his  person,  and  upholdeth  all  things  by  the 
"  word  of  his  power,^'  ver.  3.  which  I  shall  leave  without  further 
comment,  to  be  interpreted  from  what  hath  been  said  before, 
that  I  may  the  sooner  come  to  another  passage  in  the  same 
chapter,  so  full  and  strong  that  all  the  wit  of  man  can  devise  no 
way  to  elude  it. 

*'  Thou,  Lord,  in  the  beginning  hast  laid  the  foundation  of 
"  the  earth ;  and  the  heavens  are  the  works  of  thine  hands. 
''  They  shall  perish ;  but  thou  remainest :  and  they  all  shall  wax 
"  old  as  doth  a  garment ;  and  as  a  vesture  shalt  thou  fold  them 
^^  up,  and  they  shall  be  changed :  but  thou  art  the  same,  and  thy 
"  years  shall  not  fail.'' 

In  the  first  place  we  may  observe,  that  here  the  Sabellian 

»  The  author  of  "  Modest  Plea,  &c.    contr.  Eunom.  lib.  ii.  p.  58.)  did  not 
continued/'  is  pleased  to  say,  (p.  36.)    refuse  to  style  the  Son  Creator,  Other 


that  it  is  a  "  mean  thing  to  confound  Arians  scrupled  not  to  say,  "  Chri 

"  the  unlearned  reader  with  the  ambi-  **  stum  colimus  ut^  Creatorem,"  (vide 

"  guity  of  the  terms  Creator  and  Pre-  Maxim,   apud  Aiip^ust.   p.  663.  ed. 

"server,"    I  hope  he  had  not  con-  Bened.)  We  worship  Christ  as  Crea- 

sidered  how  plainly  the  Scripture  has  tor.    If  this  writer  had  but  as  ho- 

taught,  what  he  tninks  it  so  mean  to  nourable  thoughts  of  God  the  Son, 

say;  nor  how  frequent  it  was  with  as  the  generali^  of  the  ancient  Arians 

the  early  Fathers,  as  high  as  the  se-  had,  he  could  not  find  fault  with  these 

cond  century,  to  apply  those  very  or  the  like  expressions :  if  he  has  not, 

titles  expressly  to  God  tbe  Son.  This  I  leave  him  to  reflect  how  mean  a 

was  the  constant  Catholic  language,  thing  it  is  to  pretend  to  exceed  even 

insomuch-  that  the  old  Arians,  and  the  most  refined  Arianism,  and  at  the 

even  Eunomius  himself  (see  Basil,  same  time  to  admit  the  grossest. 
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pretences  are  fully  obviated.  The  characters  ate  all  plainly 
persmaly  both  in  this  chapter,  and  in  the  Psahn  from  whence 
this  is  quoted.  The  Socinian  subtilties  about  the  renovation  of 
the  moral  world,  are  as  light  and  empty  as  the  other :  the  words 
are  as  express  as  the  first  chapter  of  Glenesis,  for  the  material 
earth  and  heavens :  besides  that  it  can  never  be  explained  how 
the  new  creation  and  moral  world  shall  "  wax  old  as  doth  a  gar- 
"  ment,''  or  be  "  folded  up  as  a  vesture,''  or  be  chaffiged  and 
perish.  The  Arian  can  deal  no  better  with  this  passage,  than 
either  of  the  two  former.  It  is  the  Jehomh^  and  God  of  Israd, 
who  is  here  spoken  of,  as  is  plain  from  the  Psalm  whence  this 
is  taken,  and  it  is  now  applied  by  the  sacred  writer  to  Christ. 
The  heavens  are  here  said  to  have  been  the  "  works  of  his  hands,'' 
and  he  it  was  (it  is  not  said,  another  through  him)  that  "  laid  the 
**  foundation  of  the  earth."  Here  are  none  of  the  propositions 
ivy  or  bih,  hfy  or  through^  to  criticise  upon.  Those  pretences, 
however  serviceable  at  other  times,  can  have  no  place  here.  If 
therefore  either  plain  and  strong  words  have  any  sense,  or  Scrip- 
ture any  weight,  God  the  Son  is  and  must  be  Creator ,  properly 
and  strictly  so,  maugre  all  the  endeavours  of  weak  and  vain  men 
to  the  contrary. 

Seeing  then  that  this  passage  is  so  full  and  clear,  that  neither 
Socinians,  Sabellians,  nor  Arians,  can  any  way  work  it  into  any 
of  their  schemes,  what  must  be  done  next  ?  *  Some  of  them  have 
been  willing  to  think,  and  bold  enough  to  say,  that  these  four 
verses  were  fraudulently  added,  and  were  not  originally  a  part 
of  this  Epistle.  But  all  the  copies  and  ancient  versions  of  this 
Epistle  retain  these  four  verses :  so  that  any  pretence  of  forgery 
or  interpolation  does  but  expose  the  man  that  makes  it,  and  the 
cause  that  needs  it.  The  last  pretence  is,  that  this  passage  is 
intended  of  God  the  Father,  and  not  of  Christ.  But  the  whole 
context,  and  the  whole  scope  and  drift  of  the  author,  in  citing 
these  verses,  are  sufficient  to  confute  that  conceit  ^ :  nor  would 
any  one,  that  has  not  an  hypothesis  to  serve,  ever  suspect  that 
the  words  were  intended  of  any  other  but  Christ,  to  whom  they 
are  so  manifestly  applied.  Thus  was  the  passage  understood 
(and  never  otherwise  that  I  know  of)  in  the  fourth  and  fifth 
centuries,  and  cited  in  proof  of  Christ's  being  properly  Creator ; 

*  Judgment  of  the  Fathers,  p.  30.         «  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  329. 
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not  only  By  ^Athanasius,  Ambrose,  Austin,  Chrysostom,  and 
Cyril  of  Alexandria,  but  by  the  dder  Cyril  too,  who  has  been 
generally  thought  a  very  moderate  man,  and  not  much  a  favourer 
of  Athanafiius,  though  he  retained  the  same  faith.  But  enough 
of  this.  From  what  hath  been  said  it  appears  now  plainly  and 
undeniably,  that  God  the  Son  is  properly  Creator  of  the  world. 
It  was  he  that  '^  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth,"^  and  the  "  hea- 
^'  vens  are  the  works  of  his  hands.'"  If  there  be  any  doubt  in 
respect  of  the  other  texts,  as  not  being  full  and  explicit  enough, 
there  can  be  none  in  respect  of  this :  so  that,  at  length,  we  see 
Scripture  itself  has  put  an  end  to  the  diq)utes  about  theprepih 
riHans  iv  and  dia,  m,  2y,  or  through^  and  shews  that  all  the  criti* 
cisms  oi  our  adversaries  about  them,  if  intended  to  prove  that 
God  the  Son  is  not  properly  Creator,  are  groundless  and  false. 
But  if  any  thing  else  be  intended,  they  are  not  pertinent  to  the 
cause  in  hand. 

I  may  here  observe  to  you  further,  by  the  way,  that  those 
gentlemen  who  retreat  to  that  subterfuge,  that  they  may  appear 
at  least  to  have  something  to  say,  do  not  themselves  know 
distinctly  what  they  mean  by  it.  Is  it  that  God  made  the  world 
by  Christ,  as  he  "  wrought  special  miracles  by  the  hands  of 
''  Pauir  (Acts  xix.  ii.)  Is  the  Father  in  such  a  sense  the 
effidmt^  and  the  Son  the  mmigtering  Cause  \  They  do  not,  y  they 
dare  not  say  it.  For,  besides  this  plain  text,  out  of  the  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews,  directly  against  it,  they  cannot  but  know  that 
the  whole  Catholic  Church,  down  from  Barnabas,  (that  is,  from 
the  days  of  the  Apostles,)  were  of  another  mind ;  that  even 
Origen  and  Eusebius,  their  two  favourite  authors,  would  con- 
demn them ;  and  that  the  soberer  Arians  themselves  were  so 
far  orthodox^  as  to  allow  a  proper  efficiency  to  the  Son,  in  the 
work  of  creation,  Scripture  and  tradition  running  clear  and 
strong  for  it.     Since  therefore  a  proper  efficiency  must  be  ad- 

>  Athanas.  torn.  i.  p.  440, 461, 685.  created  the  world  by  the  power  of  the 

torn.  ii.  p.  10.    Chrysost.  in  Joh.  p.  Father:  but  he  does  not  deny  that 

44.   Qml.  Alexand.  Thesaur.  p.  ia6,  he  created  \t  by  his  own  power:  that 

205.  C^nil.  HieroBol.  Cateches.  p.  aai.  would  be  too  plainly  running  counter 

Pseudo-Justin,  p.  396.  ed.  Sylburg.  to  Scripture  and  the  whole  Catho" 

Ambros.  de  Fid.  1.  v.  c.  a.  Augustin.  lie  Church ;    and  betraying  meaner 

contr.  Maxim.  1.  ii.  p.  741.     Greg,  thoughts  of  Christ  than  the  generality 

Nyss.  contr.  Eun.  1.  iv.  p.  54a.  of  the  ancient  Arians  appear  to  have 

7  Dr.  Clarke,  indeed^  says,  (Script,  had.  See  above,  p.  49. 
Doctr.  p.  269.  ad  ed.)  that  the  Sfon 
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mitted,  what  can  they  pretend  next!  That  the  Son^s  efficiency 
reached  not  so  far,  was  not  of  the  same  extent j  as  the  Father's  f 
But  here  Scripture,  express  Scripture,  comes  in,  and  precludes 
every  pretence  of  this  nature.  "  AU  things  were  made  by  him,"' 
says  St.  John,  (John  i.  3.)  not  a  single  thing  without  him :  all 
thinffs,  says  St.  Paul,  (£ph.  iii.  9.)  and  again,  (M  things  hy  the 
Son,  the  same^  and  therefore  a»  maaiy  things  as  of  the  Father, 
(i  dor.  viii.  6.)  and  again,  ^^  all  things  visible  and  invisible^'"  &c. 
Ooloss.  i.  16.  If  therefore  a  proper  efficiency,  and  of  the  same 
eaUfni^  must  be  allowed,  what  will  our  adversaries  allege  ftirther 
to  lessen  it  ?  Will  they  say  that  it  is  not  the  same  in  lAndi  that 
the  Father^  for  example,  created;  the  Son  only  framei  or  «to- 
deUedf  But  neither  will  this  pretence  serve  any  better  than  the 
former :  for  then  it  would  not  have  been  said  that  the  Father 
made  or  created  the  worid,  or  all  things,  by  his  Son,  but  framed 
and  modelled  only.  And  yet  we  have  every  word  applied  in  this 
case,  that  can  be  supposed  to  cany  any  weight  or  significancy ; 
vdpra  iyiv€ro^  says  St.  John,  all  things  were  mtsde^  n^jA,  framed 
or  modelled  only.  Or  if  icriCiiv^  to  create^  be  stronger,  vJofra  &- 
rMr\^  all  things  were  created^  twice  over  by  St.  Paul,  Goloss.  i. 
16.  Or  if  Tsoulv  be  imagined  to  signify  something  more,  we  have 
that  word  also,  54*  oS  rovs  aUivas  iiroCriaep^  ^^  by  whom  also  he 
^*  made  the  worlds,^  Heb.  i.  2. 

If  then  the  Son'^s  efficiency  be  proper ^  and  of  the  same  eastentj 
and  of  the  same  Hnd  with  the  Father'^s,  let  our  adversaries  tell 
us  what  they  would  have  next  i  They  will  say  still,  the  Son  is 
subordinate.  Bight ;  and  so  long  as  they  take  the  other  consi- 
derations along  with  it,  that  he  is  efficient  in  a  proper  sense,  in 
the  same  iindy  and  in  the  same  extent^  as  the  Father  is,  we 
shall  not  dispute  the  point  of  sttbordination  with  them.  The 
Father  is  primarily  Creator,  as  the  first  in  order,  the  Son 
secondarily f  as  second  in  order;  and  they  are  both  one  Oreo- 
tor,  as  they  are  one  in  nature^  in  power ^  and  in  operalMn.  This 
i9  the  Catholic  faith,  which  was  before  Ariammn ;  and  will  be 
after  it. 

Thus  far  I  have  proceeded  in  the  proof  of  my  position  from 
the  New  Testament:  and  there  is  no  further  need  of  any  other. 
But  since  the  ancients  have  also  made  use  of  several  texts  of  the 
Old  Testament f  it  will  be  proper  to  take  a  short  view  of  them 
also ;  not  so  much  to  confirm  what  has  been  before  proved  and 
wants  no  confirmation,  as  to  explain  and  illustrate  it  something 
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further,  and  withal  to  give  us  a  clearer  idea  of  Uie  sentiments  of 
the  primitive  writers  on  this  head. 

In  the  first  chapter  of  Genesis,  ver.  26,  God  is  introduced, 
speaking  in  the  plural  number,  "  Let  us  make  man  in  our 
**•  image,  after  our  likeness.'"  This  text  has  been  understood 
of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  (or  at  least  of  Father  and 
Son,)  by  the  whole  stream  of  Christian  writers,  down  from  the 
times  of  the  Apostles.  The  Christians  were  not  singular  in 
thinking  that  the  text  intimated  a  plurality.  The  Jews  before, 
and  after,  believed  so  too,  as  appears  from  Philo,  and  Justin  Mar- 
tyr's Dialogue  with  Trypho  the  Jew ;  only  they  interpreted  the 
text  of  Gtod  and  his  angels,  which  the  Christians  understood  of 
the  Persons  of  the  Trinity.  Justin  Martyr  and  others  made 
very  good  use  of  it  against  the  Jews,  observing  how  absurd  it 
was  to  suppose  that  angels  could  be  joined  in  that  manner  with 
God  the  Father,  and  be  able  to  create  man,  or  any  thing. 

Thus  far  at  least  we  may  infer  from  their  manner  of  using 
this  text,  and  their  reasonings  upon  it,  that  the  Christian 
Church,  in  general,  believed  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  to 
create,  as  it  were,  in  concert,  and  every  Person  of  the  Trinity 
to  be  properly  Creator, 

This  will  appear  further  from  another  text  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, which  they  cite  very  frequently,  to  the  same  purpose.  It 
is  Psalm  xxxiii.  6.  "  By  the  word  of  the  Lord  were  the  hea- 
*^  vens  made,  and  all  the  hosts  of  them  by  the  breath  of  his 
**  mouth  f '  or,  as  it  may  be  understood,  by  his  Word,  and  by 
his  Spirit.  This  they  interpreted  of  the  Aoyoy,  or  Word,  which 
St.  John  speaks  of,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Which  interpreta- 
tion 2  obtained  very  early  in  the  second  century,  and  was  gene- 
rally received  afterwards.  It  must  indeed  be  presumed  that 
those  early  writers  would  not  have  entirely  founded  any  doctrine 
of  that  "moment  on  texts  so  very  capable  of  another  construction. 
But  having  already  imbibed  the  principles  of  Christianity  from 
the  New  Testament  and  Catholic  tradition,  they  easily  believed 
that  those  texts  intended  such  a  sense,  when  they  knew  from 

<  Theoph.  Antioch.  p.  21.  Ox.  ed.  contr.  Eunom.  lib.  iii.  p.  83,  no, 

Irenceus,  p.  98, 183.  ed.  Bened.  Hip-  Greg.   Nazianz.   Orat.  xhv.  p.  714. 

polyt.  contr.   Noet.  cap.  xii.  p.  14.  Epiph.  Ancorat.  p.  39.  Pseudo-Jus- 

Tertull.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  vii.  p.  503.  tin.  Expos.  Fid.  p.  296.   Sylb.  ed. 

Origen.  in  Job.  p.  43.  Euseb.  Pnep.  Pseud-Ambros.  de  Sjrmb.  Apost.  lib. 

Evan.  lib.  vii.  cap.  12.  lib.  xi.  cap.  14.  vi.  p.  324.  ed.  Bened. 


'in  Ps.  p.  125.  Atnanas.  p.  694. 
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other  evidences^  that  that  sense  was  a  truth,  whether  taught 

there  or  no. 

.    Here  again  I  must  observe,  that  whether  the  text  of  the 

Psahns  proves  any  thing  or  nothing  to  the  point  in  hand,  its 

being  used  formerly,  in  favour  of  such  a  doctrine^  shews  that 

that  doctrine  was  then  received,  and  was  the  faith  of  the 

Church. 

There  are  two  texts  more  out  of  Psahns,  which  I  may  put 
together,  being  both  of  the  same  import  and  significancy. 
Ps.  xxxiii.  9.  **  He  spake,  and  it  was  done ;  he  commanded, 
"  and  it  stood  fast.'*'  The  other  is  Ps.  cxlviii.  5.  *'  He  com- 
"  manded,  and  they  were  created.'" 

These  the  ^ancients  understood  of  the  three  Persons ;  the 
Father  being  supposed  to  issue  out  his  orders  or  commands  for 
the  creation,  and  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  to  execute  or  fulfil 
them.  This  notion  ^  obtained  among  the  Ante-Nicene  and  Post- 
Nicene  writers ;  and  seems  to  have  been  grounded  chiefly  upon 
those  two  passages  out  of  the  Psalms,  and  some  expressions  in 
the  first  chapter  of  Genesis  <^.  What  led  the  Fathers  to  take 
the  more  notice  of  those  places,  was  the  singular  use  they  might 
be  of  in  their  disputes  with  Jews  and  heretics.  The  Jews 
denied  the  divinity,  or  rather  the  distinct  personality  of  the 
A<{yos,  or  Word.  They  were  not  to  be  confuted  out  of  the 
New  Testament,  (which  was  of  no  authority  with  the  Jews,) 
but  out  of  the  Old,  which  both  sides  equally  admitted.  Hence 
it  became  the  more  necessary  to  search  the  Old  Testament  for 
proofs  of  the  divinity  or  distinct  personality  of  Christ.  Now  it 
was  thought  that  no  person  would  be  introduced  as  giving  out 
orders  or  commands  to  himself ^  but  that  such  expressions  denoted 
a  plurality  of  persons.  Who  then  could  these  other  Persons 
be  that  received  the  commands !  They  could  not  be  angels  or 
archangels:  why?  because  the  orders  were  such  as  no  angels 
could  execute**.   They  were  orders  to  create  man,  and  the  whole 

*  Irenaens,  p.  118,  183,  169,  a88.  de  Sp.  Sanct.  cap.  16.  Cyril.  Hierosol. 

Epist.  Synod.  Antioch.  LAbb.  torn.  L  p.  146.  Ox.  ed.    Hilar,  p.  335,  837, 

p.  845.  Orig.  in  Joh.  p.  18, 61.  Contr.  840.  Athanas.  p.  316, 499.  See  others 

^^^-  P-  ^3»  317*  19'  Euseb.  Pnepar.  cited  in  Petav.  lib.  ii.  c.  7.  p.  141. 
Evang.  lib.  vii.  cap.  12.  in  Psal.  p.        c  Vid.  Tertull.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  xii. 

125.  Athanas.  p.  a  16,  499.    Cynl.  p.  506.  HDar.  de  Trin.  lib.  iv.  p.  836. 


p.  c  Vid.  Tertull.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  xii. 
nl.  p.  506.  Hilar,  de  Trin.  lib.  iv.  p.  836. 
de    Athanas.  Orat.  ii.  p.  499. 

^  Ov  ytip,  Srr€p  fi  nap*  vplv  \€yofji€prj 
^  Irenaeus/lib.^iv.  cap.  38.  p.  385.     <up€a-is  ioyuariCfi,  <l>alTfp  Qv  iy^  dkrjBts 
Hippolytus  contr.  Noet.  p.  16.  Basil,     twu,  fj  oc  tKtanjs  dcdacricaXoi  dirodcl^ 


Csutech.  jdL  p.  143,  147.  Hilar,  de    Athanas.  Orat.  ii.  p.  499. 

Trin.  lib.  iv.  p.  837.  <*  Ov  yiip,  Srr€p  fi  nap*  vp.iv  XfyopAvt) 
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universe.  None  less  than  Gted's  own  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  could 
be  equal  to  such  a  charge.  There  are  therefore  two  divine 
Persons,  or  at  least  one,  besides  the  Father.  This  was  their 
argument  from  the  Old  Testament  against  the  Jews.  They  had, 
besides,  almost  the  like  occasion  to  make  use  of  the  very  same 
argument  against  heretics;  against  the  Sabellians  especially, 
and  sometimes  Arians.  For,  as  many  as  had  a  mind  to  prove 
that  the  Person  of  the  Father,  and  he  only,  was  God,  were 
wont  to  plead  that  Moses  and  the  Prophets  knew  of  no  other 
real  Person  that  was  God  besides  him ;  quoting  Deut.  vi.  4. 
("  Hear,  O  Israel,  the  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lord  f ')  and  other 
passages  of  the  Old  Testament  of  like  import.  Had  this  pre- 
tence been  true,  it  would  not  have  weakened  the  belief  of  a 
Trinity  of  Persons,  founded  upon  a  fuller  and  clears  discovery 
made  by  the  Gospel.  But  they  thought  there  were  suffideni 
(though  in  some  measure  obseure)  intimations  given  of  a  plu- 
rality of  real  Persons  in  the  Old  Testament ;  and  accordingly 
they  alleged  those  texts  which  I  have  mentioned,  and  abundance 
more  too  tedious  to  recite ;  insisting  upon  it,  that  Moses  and 
the  Prophets  had  asserted  a  pluraUty  of  divine  Persons ;  and 
that,  notwithstanding  their  doctrine  of  the  Unity  of  God,  they 
had  actually  applied  the  titles  of  6W,  Lord^  Jehovah,  &c.  to 
more  Persons  than  one ;  and  that  it  was  not  the  Father  mngly, 
but  he,  and  his  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  that  created  the  world. 
The  last  particular  (as  I  have  before  observed)  they  inferred 
from  the  texts  which  I  have  here  cited  out  of  the  Psalms,  and 
from  others  of  like  import.     I  have  dwelt  the  longer  upon  this 


dvyavToi,  Sti  oyvcXocf  eXcycy,  $   Sri  Adest  enim  ei  semper  Verbum  et  So' 

ayy€\a>p  TToirjfta  tjv  t6  cr&fui  t6  dv^p^  pimtia,  FUms  et  Spiritus,  per  quos, 

vctov.  aXXii  TovTo  t6  rf  ^'^^  ^^  "^^  ^  ^^  quibus  omnia  libere  et  sponte 

irarpbs  irpoffkqBhp  yiwr^fta,  nph  namtap  fecit,  aid  quo6  et  loquitur  dicens,  Fa- 

rSaip  woiTjftdrcip  avprjp  ra  irarpX,  KaX  eiamus  hominemf  &c,    Iren.  lib.  iv. 

TovTijf  6  irarflp  ir/>o<rofuXct  (fort,  wpoo-"  cap.  20.  p.  253*. 

»fil\€i,)JusL  Dial,  p.  18^.  Jebb.  Mhil  m  totum  Diabolus  invenitur 

Tantus  Deus,  et  ipse  est  qui  fedsse,  videlicet  cum  et  ipse  creatura 

per  semetipsnm  constituit  et  ele^t  et  sit  Dei,    quemadmodum   et   reliqui 

adomavit,  et  continet  omnia -Non  an^eli,  Iren,  p.  388, 

ergo   angeli  fecenmt   noe    nee  nos  El  yap  rvcrfiXaro  6  Oc^r,  koI  iKrltrBti 

plasmayerunt,  nee  angeli  potoenmt  rk  dfjfuovpyrfftara,  rls  ^  Korit  t6  dp€- 

miaginem  facere  Dei ;  nee  alius  quis  <rKop  to  rrpoj>tfTuc^  mftvaan,  tUf  6  ri^p 

pr»ter   ijerbum  Domini,   nee  virtus  TrjKucaimfp  rod  irarp^s  cvroX^  cjorXi^- 

longe  absistens  a  Patre  universcxrum.  p&(rai  ivpriO€U,fj  6  (w*  wt»s  opofAdtr^) 

Nee  enim  indi^bat  borum  Deus  ad  Ifu^x"^^  \6yos  leol  oKriBfia  rvyxitwp ; 

Sciendum  qu»  ipse  predefinierat  fieri,  Ong,  amtr,  Cels,  lib.  ii.  p.  63. 
quasi  ipse  suas  non  faaberet  maaus. 
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matter,  because  some  persons,  upon  their  first  reading  of  the. 
Ante-Nioene  Fathers,  (meeting  with  those  passages  where  the 
Father  is  said  to  have  commamded^  and  the  Son  to  have  execiUed 
his  orchrsy)  are  apt  either  to  be  offended  at  them,  or  to  draw 
strange  eonclnsions  from  them :  not  considering  that  suoh  men 
as  Athanasius,  Basil,  and  Cyril,  made  no  scruple  of  them, 
understanding  very  well  what  such  expressions  meant  at  that 
time,  and  with  what  view  they  were  intended*.  The  patrons  of 
Ariani»m  will  never  be  able  to  serve  their  cause  at  all  by  them. 
They  would  indeed  gladly  infer,  that  since  the  Fath^  is  intro- 
duced as  eommandingy  and  the  Son  as  /u^iUing^  that  th^efore 
the  Son  was  supposed  of  an  inferior  nature  to  the  Father.  But 
if  they  please  to  take  a  view  of  the  whole  argument,  as  it  stands 
in  the  primitive  writers,  they  will  find  that  the  very  contrary  is 
the  truth.  For  the  argument  is  this :  the  F(dk$r  is  represented 
in  Scripture  as  giving  out  commands  for  the  ereatum  of  the 
universe :  no  inferior  person^  no  <mg$l  or  ctreAangd^  no  ^ereaiure 
whatever,  could  be  squal  to  the  office,  or  able  to  execute  those 
co§mn(mds:  therefore  there  must  be  some  other  Person  or 
Persons,  distinct  from  the  Father,  and  superior  to  all  ereatwres ; 
and  those  are  his  8on^  and  his  Holy  Spirit.  Thus  we  see,  that 
the  primitive  writers  proceeded  upon  a  supposition  directly 
opposite  to  what  the  Arians  pretend:  for  had  they  supposed 
the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  to  be  creatur$9^  there  had  been  no 
force  at  all  in  their  argument;  nor  could  they,  in  that  way, 
liave  proved  that  there  was  any  Son  or  Holy  Gko$t  at  all.  But 
admitting  that  the  work  of  creation  wiEts  too  big  for  any  creatwre, 
and  admitting  at  the  same  time  that  there  were  other  Persons, 
beffides  the  Father,  who  created  the  world ;  the  consequence  is 
very  dear,  that  there  are  more  divine  uncreated  Persons  than 
one ;  and  thus  the  doctrine  of  a  coetemal  Trinity  is  established. 
I  must  entreat  you  to  observe,  that  I  do  not  take  upon  me 
to  maintain  the  whole  premises,  which  those  ancient  writers 
went  upon.  I  think  the  argument  from  those  texts  is  barely 
probable:  I  do  not  apprehend  that  a  pluraUty  of  Persons  can 
certainly  be  inferred,  merely  from  such  forme  of  expression, 
where  the  Father  is  said  to  have  commmnded^  and  things  were 

«  See  the  meaning  of  them  clearly        '  See  the  quotations  from  Irenftua 
opened  and  explained  by  Athanaaius.    especially. 
OeeL  ii.  p.  499. 

VOL.  II.  P 
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created.  The  fftyle  is  not  improper  or  ufhrnitable^  as  I  humbly 
conceive,  though  the  Father  were  supposed  the  only  Person 
concerned  in  creating.  It  is  a  handsome  way  of  expressing 
that  to  icill  or  to  ^  is  with  God  one  and  the  same  thing.  All 
that  I  intend  is,  that  the  Fathers^  who  made  use  of  that  way  of 
reasoning,  believed  that  God  the  Son  was  properly  Creator 
(otherwise  there  is  neither  force  nor  pertinency  in  their  argu- 
ment) and  properly  divine.  As  to  the  argument  itself,  they 
had  no  need  of  it,  but  in  occasional  disputes,  where  it  might  be 
of  some  service,  ad  homiaes  at  least ;  or  where  the  New  Testa- 
ment proofs,  on  which  they  chiefly  grounded  their  doctrine, 
could  not  be  admitted  at  all. 

I  shall  now  just  give  you  a  brief  summary  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  primitive  Church,  in  this  article,  and  then  take  my  leave  of 
you  for  this  time.  They  believed  that  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost,  were  distinct  Persons,  and  all  jointly  concerned  in  the 
creation  of  the  world ;  not  as  many  Creators,  but  as  one 
Creator ;  not  dividing  the  work  into  parts^  but  as  concurring 
in  the  whole,  and  in  every  part.  Man,  and  every  man,  was 
supposed  the  creature  of  the  whole  Trinity;  and  so  also  the 
universe,  and  every  part  of  the  universe,  was  believed  to  be  the 
creature  of  all,  there  being  no  creatures  ot  ihQ  FcUher'^a  but  what 
were  likewise  creatures  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Yet 
they  admitted  some  distinction  in  the  manner  of  operation, 
reserving  to  the  Father,  as  first  Person,  some  sort  of  preemi- 
nence in  every  thing.  He  was  primarily  considered  as  Creator 
by  the  operation  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit;  but  without 
excluding  them  from  a  proper  efficiency.  So  far  from  it,  that 
they  chose  rather  to  represent  the  Father  as  wiMng  or  designing^ 
and  the  two  other  Persons  as  acting  and  execttting ;  contributing, 
as  it  were,  but  in  subordination  to  one  Head,  to  the  beginning, 
the  growth,  and  the  perfection  of  every  work.  They  ventured 
no  further,  nor  was  it  proper  to  indulge  imagination  in  a  matter 
so  sublime,  and  above  the  comprehension  of  men  or  angels.  It 
is  sufficient  to  know,  that  the  creation  was  the  effect  of  three 
Persons,  whose  operations  were  undivided,  as  their  nature  and 
essence  is ;  and  whose  powers,  perfections,  and  glory  are  one. 
But  I  must  not  anticipate  what  more  properly  belongs  to  my 
second  head  of  discourse. 

Having  shewn  from  Scripture,  that  God  the  Son  is  strictly 
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and  properly  Creator  of  men,  of  angels,  and  of  the  whole  uni- 
verse, I  am  next  to  consider  the  force  of  the  argument  deducible 
from  it,  in  favour  of  Ghrist^s  divinity.  But  the  first  part  having 
already  taken  up  the  full  time  allowable  in  discourses  of  this 
nature,  I  must  be  content  to  defer  the  remainder  to  another 
opportunity- 
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Christ  properly  Creator : 

OB 

CHRIST'S    DIVINITY 

PROVED  FROM  CREATION. 


The  third  Sermon  preached  November  4, 1 7 19. 


John  i.  3. 

All  things  were  made  by  Mm^  and  tmihout  him  was  not  any  thing 
made  that  was  made, 

IN  discoursing  on  these  words,  I  proposed  three  things : 

1.  To  shew  that  God  the  Son,  a  distinct  Person  from  God 
the  Father^  is  strictly  €uid  properly  Creator^  and  ^ffidewt  Cause 
of  all  things. 

2.  To  consider  the  force  of  the  argument  arising  from  it,  in 
favour  of  Christ^s  divinity. 

3.  To  make  some  reflections  and  observations  upon  the  whole, 
for  our  Airther  improvement. 

I  had  then  no  more  time  than  was  necessary  to  be  taken  up 
in  making  good  my  first  position :  which,  I  hope^  I  have  clearly 
shewn  to  be  founded  in  express  words  of  Scripture,  and  con- 
firmed all  along  by  the  unanimous  suffrage  of  Catholic  antiquity. 
The  two  remaining  parts  I  reserved  for  the  subject-matter  of 
our  present  meditations.  I  proceed  then  to  my  second  general 
head  of  discourse. 

II.  To  consider  the  force  of  the  argument,  in  respect  of 
Ghrist^s  divinity,  contained  in  this ;  that  he  is  properiy  Creator 
of  men,  of  angels,  of  all  things.  I  shall  consider  it  under 
three  views,  debating  the  point  distinctly,  irom  the  recuon  of 
the  thing,  from  Scripiurey  and  from  antiquity. 
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I.  From  the  reason  of  the  thii^.  I  ediaO  not  here  treat  (^ 
the  subject  in  the  $ehohuiie  way ;  which  would  afford  but  dry 
entertainment :  besides  that,  the  argimient  would  suffer  by  it, 
and  lose  much  of  its  force  and  efficacy.  There  is  sometimes  in 
moral  probabilities  an  irresistible  strength,  little  short  of  the 
strictest  demonstration.  There  is  something  so  aflfecting  and 
sensible  under  them,  that  they  cannot  fail  of  making  their  way 
into  every  well-disposed  and  ingenuous  mind :  and  so  it  often 
happens  that  they  do  as  infallibly  (and  more  agreeably)  win 
oier  our  assent,  as  demonsta<ation  cm  force  it.  To  come  to 
the  business  in  hand:  God  the  Son  is  Creator  of  all  things. 
On  that  foundation  I  am  to  proceed :  and  when  I  say  Creator^ 
I  include  Stutainer  and  Preserver.  Let  us  then  distinctly  con- 
nder  him : 

I.  As  Creator  of  man. 

%.  As  Creator  of  the  earth,  and  of  all  things  in  it. 

3.  As  Creator  of  the  heavens,  with  all  their  host. 

4.  As  Creator  of  angels  and  archangds,  thrones  and  domin- 
ions, principalities  and  powers,  which  live,  and  move,  and  have 
their  being  from,  and  in,  the  Son  of  God. 

I  do  not  heighten  or  rhetoricate  at  all,  in  these  particulars. 
They  are  no  more  than  strict  and  close  comment  upon  Coloss. 
i.  16.  and  Heb.  i.  10.  only  branching  out  into  parts  what  is 
there  couched  and  comprised  in  few  words. 

I.  First  then,  let  us  consider  our  blessed  Lord  as  Creator  of 
man,  of  all  men  living  quite  round  the  globe;  of  all  that  have 
lived  and  died  from  Adam  down  to  this  day.  I  leave  it  to  the 
amatomists  and  physiologists  to  describe  the  wonderful  mechanism 
and  exquisite  workmanship  of  the  human  body:  the  erect 
posture^  the  figure  and  shape,  the  size  and  stature,  the  struc- 
ture and  use  of  every  part,  and  the  synmietry  of  the  whole ; 
which  carry  in  them  uncontestable  proofe  of  tiie  skill,  and  the 
contrivance,  and  the  consummate  wisdom  of  him  that  made  us. 
How  many  lectures  mi^  be  read  upon  the  fabric  of  the  eye, 
the  texture  of  the  brain,  the  configuration  of  the  muscles,  and 
disposdtion  of  the  nerves,  or  glands ;  all  bearing  testimony  to 
the  power  and  greatness  of  the  Son  of  Gk>d ;  of  whom  we  may 
now  say,  that ''  he  hath  set  the  members  every  one  of  them  in 
^'  the  body,  as  it  hath  pleased  him  ;^  and  hath  so  '^  tempered 
'^  the  body  together,^  as  admirably  to  answer  all  the  wise  ends 
and  purposes  designed  by  him.    The  same  wisdom,  which  is 
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visible  in  every  single  imdividual^  reaches  at  the  same  time  to 
the  whole  species  round  the  globe.  All  are  supported,  sustaii^d, 
and  actuated  by  God  the  Son^  in  ^'  whom  all  things  consist."" 
He  is  equally  present  to  all,  supplying  motion,  nutriment,  and 
strength  to  every  individual,  extending  his  providential  care  to 
the  ends  of  the  earth,  and  in  one  comprehensive  view  grasping 
the  whole  system.     For, 

2.  We  are  to  consider  him  as  Creator  of  the  terraqueous 
globe,  the  earth  and  all  things  in  it.  He  "  has  laid  the  founda- 
**  tions  thereof,**  divided  it  into  sea  and  land,  garnished  it  with 
plants,  trees,  and  flowers,  stocked  it  with  living  creatures  for 
the  use  of  man,  and  plentifully  fumidied  it  with  the  most  grate- 
ful and  unexpressible  variety.  Every  herb  that  grows,  every 
spire  of  grass  that  springs  up,  every  creeping  thing  that  moveth 
upon  the  face  of  the  earth,  proclaims  the  wisdom  of  its  Maker^ 
sounds  forth  the  praises  of  the  Son  of  God.  I  may  here  apply 
the  words  of  the  Psalmist,  which,  whether  meant  of  Fathw  or 
Son,  are  certainly  applicable  to  both.  "  Praise  the  Lord  from 
"  the  earth,  ye  dragons,  and  all  deeps :  fire,  and  hail ;  snow, 
*'  and  vapours ;  stormy  wind  fulfilling  his  word :  mountains,  and 
^'  all  hills ;  fruitful  trees,  and  all  cedars :  beasts,  and  all  cattle ; 
^'  creeping  things,  and  flying  fowl :  kings  of  the  earth,  and  all 
*^  people ;  princes,  and  all  judges  of  the  earth :  both  young  men, 
''and  maidens;  old  men,  and  children:  let  them  praise  the 
*'  name  of  the  Lord :  for  his  name  alone  is  excdlent ;  his  glory 
"  is  above  the  earth  and  heaven.*"  Psalm  cxlviii.  It  would  lead 
me  too  far  off  from  my  purpose  to  consider,  or  to  enumerate, 
the  many  legible  characters  of  a  wisdom  and  power  nothing 
short  of  divine,  which  are  every  where  discoverable  within  and 
without  this  earth  whereon  we  live.  These  I  leave  to  the 
naturalists  to  describe.  No  man  that  considers  its  stupendous 
size,  or  bulk  alone,  but  must  think  it  a  work  too  august  and 
great  for  any  thing  less  than  a  divine  architect.  We  have  often 
triumphed  over  atheists  upon  this  head,  alleging  that  no  power 
or  wisdom  less  than  infinite  could  be  equal  to  the  task.  The 
very  same  topics,  to  such  as  believe  the  Scriptures,  may  be  as 
justly  urged  for  the  divinity  of  God  the  Son.  It  was  his  hand 
that  made  all  these  things,  and  by  his  power  they  are  sustained 
and  held  together.  And  yet  those  are  little  things,  and  as 
nothing  in  comparison.     For, 

3.  We  are  thirdly  to  consider,  that  the  heavens  also  are  the 
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"works  of  his  hands."'  That  huge  and  vast  compass,  that 
immense  region  of  aether,  and  therein  the  sun,  with  its  planetary- 
chorus  dancing  round  it,  the  fixed  stars,  (perhaps  suns  too,  with 
their  planets  rolling  about  them,)  whatever  modern  much  im- 
proved astronomy  has  discovered,  or  whatever  yet  further  disco- 
veries future  ages  may  bring  to  light;  all  things  viiible  and 
invmhle  have  the  Son  of  God  for  their  Creator^  SvMainer^  and 
Preserver.  If  we  survey  the  magnitude  of  the  heavenly  bodies, 
some  smaller,  most  vastly  bigger  than  our  own  globe,  all  of  an 
amazing  size  and  greatness ;  if  we  consider  the  nice  proportion 
of  their  distances,  the  regularity  of  their  situations,  the  harmony 
of  their  courses,  and  uniformity  of  all  their  motions ;  they  can- 
not but  raise  in  us  an  idea  of  the  infinite  power,  wisdom,  and 
greatness  of  him  that  made  them.  This  is  a  theme  of  very  wide 
extent,  and  has  been  often  and  excellently  handled  in  defence 
of  our  common  religion,  against  the  atheists  and  sceptics  of  our 
age,  or  nation.  It  is  with  pleasure  I  observe,  that  the  same 
topics  (only  taking  in  those  Scriptures  which  they  and  we  own) 
will  almost  equally  serve  against  Arians  or  Sooinians,  or  any 
that  presume  to  deny  the  divinity  of  God  the  Son.  It  is  clear 
from  the  Sacred  Writ,  that  he  "  created*"  all  things,  and  that 
by  him  "  all  things  consist 'T  and  therefore  it  is  evident,  that  all 
the  marks  of  wisdom,  power,  or  majesty,  discoverable  in  this 
grand  palace,  and  august  structure  of  the  universe,  are  so  many 
arguments  of  his  divimtyy  and  proclaim  him  to  be  the  eternal 
and  omnipotent  Qod.  I  have  one  particular  more  to  urge  under 
this  head.  Hitherto  I  have  been  speaking  of  sun,  moon,  and 
stars,  prodigiously  great,  but  yet  inanimate  bodies ;  and  crea- 
tures less  perfect  than  we  ourselves  are,  who  make  a  part, 
though  the  lowest  part,  of  the  rational  creation.  We  are  fur- 
ther to  consider, 

4.  That  the  very  angels  themselves,  the  top,  surely,  of  the 
creation^  those  bright  intelligences,  and  glorious  ministers  of  the 
court  of  heaven,  are  the  creatures  and  workmanship  of  the  Son 
of  God.  Whether  they  be  thrones  or  dominions^  principalities 
or  powers^  they  were  all  created^  not  only  by  him,  but  for  him. 
Myriads  of  those  heavenly  spirits  are  continually  serving  and 
praising  him.  To  him  they  owe  their  perfections,  their  strength, 
their  glory,  their  life,  their  very  being ;  and  on  him  they  depend 
for  their  support  and  sustenance.  I  shall  proceed  no  further : 
I  have  said  enough.     I  leave  it  to  any  man  of  plain  good  sense, 
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and  common  discernment,  to  pass  a  judgment,  whether,  sap- 
posing  these  facts  be  true,  (and  they  are  true,  if  plain  Scripture 
be  so,)  any  longer  doubt  can  be  made  of  the  real  and  essential 
divinity  of  the  Son  of  Gk>d.  If  any  one  tells  me,  afker  all,  that 
ibis  does  not  amount  to  strict  demonstratum^  because  we  cannot 
make  a  certain  estimate  of  the  dcaie  at  being,  nor  define  peremp- 
torily what  degrees  of  perfection  there  may  be  Acri  of  infinite ; 
I  say,  if  any  one  urges  this,  I  ediould  allow  that  there  is  not 
what  may  be  oaUed  strict  dmnonstration :  but  it  is  demonstration 
that  the  evidence  is  such  as  ought  to  conirince  every  wise  and 
considerate  man;  and  such  as  ou^t  to  have  the  same  effect 
upon  the  mind  as  a  thousand  demonstrations.  There  are  many 
things  not  capable  of  strict  demonstration;  and  yet  so  evident 
and  undoubted,  that  a  man  would  forfeit  the  very  character  of 
sobriety  and  common  sense,  that  should  seriously  make  the  least 
question  of  them.  I  might  mention,  for  instance,  the  existence 
of  the  world  about  us ;  which  good  philosophers  have  thought 
not  capable  of  strict  demonstration.  But  a  man  would  hardly 
be  supposed  well  in  his  wits,  that  should  seriously  entertain  any 
the  least  doubt  or  suspicion  concerning  it.  His  eyes,  his  ears, 
and  all  his  senses  bear  testimony  to  the  truth  and  oertainty  of 
it :  and  if  it  be  not  strictly  demonstrable  in  the  rational  way, 
yet  this  is  demonstrable,  that  the  nature  and  circumstances  <^ 
man  are  such,  that  he  both  may  and  must  believe  it.  The 
same,  in  a  great  measure,  I  am  persuaded,  is  the  case  which  I 
have  been  menticming.  For,  allowing  the  first  position,  that 
the  Son  of  Grod  is  properly  Creator  of  men,  of  angels,  and  of  the 
universe ;  there  is  no  roan  that  attends  to  it,  and  considers  it 
in  its  full  latitude,  but  must  come  to  this  condusion,  that  the 
Son  of  God  is  no  creature,  nor  any  thing  less  than  the  etemiJ 
and  infinite  God.  So  much  for  my  first  head  of  argument,  from 
the  nature  and  reason  of  the  thing  itself.  My  second  bead  of 
argument  is  from  Seripture-texts. 

2.  The  author  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  the  same  who 
had  told  us,  in  his  first  chapter,  that  the  Son  had  ^  laid  the 
^^  foundation  of  the  earth,*"  and  that  the  ^^  heavens  were  the 
*'  works  of  his  hands  ;^  I  say,  the  same  author  observes,  ch.  iii. 
ver.  4,  that  ^'  he  that  built  all  things  is  God  ;*"  thus  establishing 
the  very  conclusion  which  we  are  seeking  after,  as  he  had  before 
done  the  premises.  This,  considered  as  a  g^ieral  maxim,  must 
be  apjJicable  to  the  particular  instance  of  God  the  Son,  if  it  was 
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he  that  ^^ built  all  things,''  as  hath  been  proved:  nay,  it  is 
reasonable  to  believe  that  ibe  Apostle  intended  it  particularly 
of  Grod  the  Son.  This  oonstruction  is  very  suitable  to  the 
argument  which  the  author  was  upon,  in  that  chapter ;  and  to 
the  high  things  spoken  of  the  Son  in  chapter  the  first :  there  is 
nothing  in  the  context  but  what  extremely  favours  and  confirms 
it ;  except  it  be  that,  verse  the  sixth,  it  is  said,  ^'  Christ  as  a 
'^  Son  over  his  own  house,*"  intimating  as  if  he  was  not  that 
Person  before  spoken  of,  (who  is  called  God^  ver.  4,)  but  San  of 
that  Person.  But  to  this  it  may  be  replied,  that  the  author 
was  here  setting  forth  the  preference  of  Christ  above  Moses : 
the  comparison  was  between  those  two  persons  only.  How  the 
Person  of  the  Father  came  in  here,  is  not  easy  to  account :  but 
understanding  it  of  the  Person  of  the  Son,  the  sense  is  clear, 
tiie  argument  proper  and  pertinent.  As  to  his  being  called 
God  in  the  fourth  verse,  and  Son  in  the  sixth,  it  was  very  proper 
and  significant,  because  he  is  so  Gody  as  withal  to  be  Son  of 
Qod,  or  God  of  Gk>d. 

I  proceed  now  to  another  text.  Bom.  i.  20.  ^  The  invisible 
*^  things  of  him  from  the  creation  of  the  world  are  deariy  seen, 
*^  being  understood  by  the  things  that  are  made,  even  his  eter- 
**  nal  power  and  Gknlhead ;  so  that  they  are  without  excuse.'" 
If  then,  as  the  Apostle  here  testifies,  the  work  of  creation  pro- 
claims the  eta-nity  and  divinity  of  its  Creator ^  it  will  foUow  from 
thence,  that  God  the  Son  as  Creator  must  be  eternal^  and 
strictly  divine.  I  am  sensible  that  St.  Paulas  argument  may  be 
taken  under  another  view.  Vor  it  may  mean,  not  that  the 
magnificence  or  greatness  of  the  work  proves  that  every  Creator 
must  be  eternal^  or  God;  but  that  there  must  be  one  eternal 
first  Cause  of  all  things ;  otherwise  there  would  be  a  progress 
of  causes,  one  higher  than  another,  in  infinitum^  which  is  absurd. 
The  first  construction  I  take  to  be  the  more  probable,  as  it  is 
more  obvious  to  common  capacities,  and  as  the  argument  in 
that  view  strikes  the  more  sensibly,  being  such  as  few  could 
miss  of;  and  therefore  the  Gtentiles  were  without  excuse^  for  not 
attending  to  it.  However  this  be,  I  lay  no  great  stress  upon  it, 
designing  a  more  general,  and,  I  think,  more  convincing  argu- 
ment out  of  Scripture,  than  I  have  hitherto  mentioned ;  which 
is  this :  that  the  work  of  creation  is  every  where  represented  as 
the  certain  mark  and  characteristic  of  the  true  God.  It  is  the 
favourite  topic  which  Gk>d  is  pleased  to  insist  most  upon,  wfaen- 
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ever  he  would  either  distinguish  his  own  peculiar  majesty  and 
power,  above  and  beyond  all  the  gods  of  the  nations,  or  when 
he  would  excite  in  his  people  the  highest  idea  possible,  suitable 
to  his  transcendent  excellency  and  peerless  perfections.  Num- 
berless are  the  texts  of  the  Old  Testament,  which  might  be 
cited  to  this  purpose.  I  shall  single  out  as  many  as  may  serve 
to  give  a  due  light  and  force  to  the  present  argument. 

Hezekiah,  in  his  prayer  to  God,  thus  expresses  himself:  "  0 
"  Lord  God  of  Israel,  which  dwellest  between  the  cherubims, 
''  thou  art  the  God,  even  thou  alone,  of  all  the  kingdoms  of  the 
"  earth.****  Then  follows  the  reason  why  he  is  so  eminently  dis- 
tinguished, and  so  infinitely  superior  to  all  others :  '^  Thou  hast 
"  made  heaven  and  earth.''  2  Kings  xix.  15. 

Job,  describing  the  supereminent  majesty  of  the  one  true 
God,  thus  elegantly  sets  it  forth :  "  He  stretcheth  out  the  north 
^^  over  the  empty  place,  and  hangeth  the  earth  upon  nothing. 
"  He  bindeth  up  the  waters  in  his  thick  clouds ;  and  the  cloud 

"  is  not  rent  under  them The  piUars  of  heaven  tremble,  and 

"  are  astonished  at  his  reproof.     He  divideth  the  sea  with  his 

"  power. By  his  Spirit  he  hath  garnished  the  heavens ;  his 

"  hand  hath  formed  the  crooked  serpent.*"  Job  xxvi.  7,  &c. 

In  the  Psalms  we  meet  with  a  great  deal  to  the  same  pur- 
pose. "  The  heavens  declare  the  glory  of  God,  and  the  firma- 
"  ment  sheweth  his  handy  work.''  Ps.  xix.  i.  "All  the  gods  of 
"  the  nations  are  idols :  but  the  Lord  made  the  heavens."  Ps. 
xcvi.  5.  "  The  heavens  are  thine,  the  earth  also  is  thine :  as 
"  for  the  world  and  the  fulness  thereof,  thou  hast  founded  them. 
"  The  north  and  the  south,  thou  hast  created  them."  Ps.  Ixxxix. 
u,  12. 

More  to  the  same  effect  occurs  perpetually  in  the  Prophets. 
I  shall  cite  a  few  examples  only.  "  Lift  up  your  eyes  on  high, 
"  and  behold  who  hath  created  these  things,  that  bringeth  out 
"their  host  by  number,"  &c.  Isa.  xl.  26.  "  Who  hath  mea- 
"  sured  the  waters  in  the  hollow  of  his  hand,  and  meted  out 
"  heaven  with  the  span,  and  comprehended  the  dust  of  the  earth 
"  in  a  measure,  and  weighed  the  mountains  in  scales,  and  the 
"  hills  in  a  balance  f  Isa.  xl.  12.  "  Thus  saith  God  the  Lord, 
"  he  that  created  the  heavens,  and  stretched  them  out ;  he  that 
"  spread  forth  the  earth,  and  that  which  cometh  out  of  it,"  &c. 
Isa.  xlii.  5.  "  Thus  saith  the  Lord  that  created  thee^  O  Jacob, 
"  and  he  that  formed  thee,  O  Israel."  Isa.  xliii.  i.     So  again; 
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*'  I  am  the  Lord,  and  there  is  none  else.  I  form  the  lights  and 
"  create  darkness.'"  Isa.  xlv.  6,  7.  "  I  have  made  the  earth, 
^'  and  created  man  upon  it :  I,  even  my  hands,  have  stretched 
'^  out  the  heavens,  and  all  their  host  have  I  commanded.'"  Isa. 
xlv.  12.  ^'  Thus  shall  ye  say  unto  them,  The  gods  that  have 
''  not  made  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  even  they  shall  perish 
^^  from  the  earth,  and  from  under  these  heavens.  He  hath 
"  made  the  earth  by  his  power,  he  hath  established  the  world 
'^  by  his  wisdom,  and  hath  stretched  out  the  heavens  by  his 
"  discretion.'"  Jer.  x.  11,  12. 

It  would  be  tedious  to  add  more  texts.  These  are  sufficient 
to  shew  what  a  particular  stress  and  emphasis  is  laid  upon 
God^s  being  Creakyr  of  all  things.  It  is  the  distinguishing  cha- 
racter of  the  one  true  God ;  and  whenever  Scripture  intended 
to  raise  in  men'^s  minds  such  esteem  and  veneration  as  they 
ought  to  have  for  the  supreme  God  of  Israel,  nothing  higher 
or  greater  could  be  said  than  this,  that  he  had  created  the 
universe,  had  ^'laid  the  foundations  of  the  earth,'"  and  that 
the  "  heavens  were  the  works  of  his  hands.*"  (See  Psalm  oil. 
25,  26.)  This  is  further  confirmed  from  the  New  Testament, 
Bom.  i.  25,  where  St.  Paul  directs  us  to  worship  the  Creator^ 
in  opposition  to  all  creature-toorship.  From  whence  it  is  plain 
that  the  Apostle  supposes  the  Creator^  or  Person  creating,  to 
be  no  creatwre^  but  God  "  blessed  for  ever  :*"  from  whence  also, 
by  the  way,  we  may  remark,  that  Scripture  knows  no  medium 
between  God  and  creature^  but  includes  all  things  and  all  persons 
whatever  under  that  distinction ;  as  does  also  antiquity  unani- 
mously, and  all  sound  philosophy,  and  the  common  sense  and 
reason  of  mankind.     But  to  proceed. 

Seeing  then  that  the  title  of  CrecUor  is  thus  magnificently  and 
elegantly  set  forth  in  holy  Scripture,  as  the  distinguishing  mark 
of  eminency,  the  epitome  of  all  perfection,  and  the  sure  and  cer- 
tain character  of  true  Divinity :  if  nothing  higher  or  stronger 
can  be  thought  on,  to  raise  in  us  the  most  sublime,  awful,  and 
exalted  idea  of  the  supreme  God  of  Israel ;  and  if  the  Son  of 
Grod  be  plainly  and  evidently  set  forth  to  us  under  this  same 
high  character :  if  he  created  all  things,  visible  and  invimble ;  if 
he  "  laid  the  foundations  of  the  earth,'*  and  if  the  "  heavens  are 
"  the  works  of  his  hands :'"  if  these  be  the  premises,  let  any  man 
of  common  abilities,  that  has  not  his  faculties  foreclosed,  or  is 
not  steeled  against  conviction^  be  left  to  draw  the  conclusion. 
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To  say  of  God  the  Son,  that  he  is  the  Maker  of  the  world,  of 
the  kinds  in  it,  as  well  as  of  the  grand  palace  itself,  (as  a  late 
ingenious  author*  expresses  it,)  is  to  say  as  much  and  as  high  of 
him,  as  it  is  possible  to  say  or  to  conceive  of  any  other  person, 
however  named :  because  the  whole  that  we  can  naturally  know 
or  apprehend  of  God,  his  powers  or  perfections,  is  only  what  we 
can  infer  from  his  work  of  creation.  Hence  it  is,  that  Soeinians 
and  SabeUians  have  joined  with  the  Oatholics  in  condemning  the 
Arians  for  making  two  or  more  creators^  the  same  in  effect  with 
two  eternal  ffods :  and  since  there  is  no  way  of  avoiding  it,  but 
either  by  saying  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  Creator^  or  else 
denying  the  Son  to  be  Creator  at  all;  those  gentlemen  have 
chose  the  kstter^  rather  than  part  with  their  main  principle, 
that  the  "  unity  of  God  is  an  unity  of  Person.*"  But  then  they 
manifestly  run  counter  to  Scripture,  which  evidently  makes  the 
Son  of  Qod  Creator,  as  I  have  before  shewn. 

3.  I  proceed  now,  thirdly,  to  inquire  into  the  sentiments  of 
the  ancients  upon  this  head ;  whether  they  thought  it  did  not 
exceed  the  power  of  a  creaiwre  to  create  any  thing,  or  whether 
the  work  of  creating  was  not  looked  upon  as  a  work  properly 
divine^  belonging  to  Ghd  only.  It  does  not  appear  that  any, 
except  heretics^  ever  dogmatically  ^  ascribed  the  work  of  creation^ 
or  any  part  of  it,  to  any  creature. 

Simon  Magus,  borrowing  his  sentiments  from  the  Platonic 
philosophy,  did  not  scruple  to  assert,  even  in  the  times  of  the 
Apostles,  that  this  lower  world  was  made  by  ^  angels.  After 
him,  ^  Menander,  c  Satuminus,  ^  Basilides,  ^  Garpocrates,  ^  Cwin- 
thus,  with  the  infamous  crew  of  Gnostics,  taught  the  same^  or 
very  nearly  the  same  doctrine ;  and  this  within  the  first  century. 
Gerdo  and  Marcion  of  the  second  century  have  been  thought  by 
some  to  have  asserted  the  same  principles  in  the  main,  differing 
rather  in  words,  than  in  reality^.  The  Valentinians  also  were 
so  far  in  the  sentiments  of  the  Gnostics,  as  to  ascribe  the  crea- 
tion of  the  lower  world  to  a  creatt^re  of  their  own  devising,  whom 

^  Mr.  Nye,  Explication  of  the  Di-  appears  of  it,  but  the  contrary, 

vine  Unity,  P.  Qi.  ^  Irenaus,  lib.  i.  cap.  33.  p.  99. 

b  Origen  maeed  seems  to  have  in-  <*  Ibid.  p.  100.            «  Ibid, 

dulged  some  fanciful  conjectm^s  that  '  Ibid.  p.  loi. 

way,  in  some  of  his  looser  writings,  i^  Ibid.  p.  103. 

if  they  be  his.     (See  Comm.  in  Joh.  ^  Ibid.  p.  105. 

p.  4a,  43.)    But  m  his  more  accurate  '  Vid.  Dissert.  Prsev.  ad  Iren.  et 

and  certunly  genuine  works,  nothing  Bened.  p.  70. 
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they  called  Demiurgus,  or  OreaU>r.  These  wild  and  vain  con- 
c^ts  were  ntierly  detested  by  the  sober  Catholics ;  who  would 
not  so  mnch  as  hear  of  any  angel  or  arcliangel'^s  creating  the 
world,  or  any  part  of  it;  but  ascribed  it  wholly  to  the  joint 
operation  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost.  It  I4>pear8  to  have 
been  a  rule  and  maxim  of  the  Ghurch,  in  Irenseus's  time  \  and 
probably  all  along,  that  no  creature  whatever  could  have  any 
hand  in  creaH»ff;  but  that  creating  was  an  indisputable  mark  of 
a  difAne  immvkMe  nature.  These  principles  seem  to  have  ob- 
tttned  constantly  in  the  Church  long  before  the  Nicene  Council* 
No  sooner  did  the  Ariim  controversy  arise,  but  the  CatholicS) 
ttpon  their  old  principles,  charged  the  Arians  with  great  in<M>n- 
sIstoQcy,  as  making  a  creature  of  the  Son  of  God,  and  yet  admit- 
ting him  to  be  Creator.  They  scrupled  not  to  tell  them,  that 
this  was  copying  after  Valentinuer,  and  reviving  the  principles  of 
the  Gnostics :  that  it  wtus  confounding  the  ideas  of  Creator  and 
creature^  and  was  all  over  contradictory  and  repugnant.  No 
argument  bore  harder  upon  the  Arians  than  this,  as  appears  by 
the  perplexity  and  confusion  they  were  in  upon  it ;  not  being 
able  to  come  to  any  fixed  and  certain  resolution  in  it.  Scrip- 
ture and  Catholic  tradition  appeared  clear,  full,  and  strong  for 
the  Son'^s  being  properly  and  strictly  Framer  and  Maker  of  the 
world;  and  th^e  were  but  few  in  comparison  that  durst  go 
«ttch  lengths  as  openly  to  deny  it :  on  the  other  hand,  to  make 
a  creatmre^reator^  was  in  a  manner  unheard  of,  exc^t  among 
keretia^  and  was,  besides,  harsh  and  shocking  even  to  conunon 


To  soften  this  matter,  the  Arians,  many  of  them,  would  not 

^  Nihil  enim  in  totem  Diabcdus  against  creature'Worship,  do  at  the 

invenitur  fedsse,  videlicet  cum  et  ipse  same  dme  declare  for  the  worship 

€iteatwra  sit  Do,  quemadmodum  et  of  the  Creator :  constantly  opposing 

reliqui    angeli.      Omnia    enim  fecit  Creator  and  creature  to  each  other. 

Dens,  quemadmodum  et  David  ait :  in  such  a  manner  as  shews  plainly 

Queniam  ipee  dUni  et  facta  $mtj  ^Me  that  they  thought  there  was  no  me- 

prmeepit  et  creata  emit,    PsaL  czlviii.  dium  between,  and  that  creation  be- 

5.  Iren.  lib.iv.  cap.41.  p.288.  longed  to   God   alone,  not    to  any 

Et  boe  Dens  ab  hemine  difiert,  creature. 

qooniam  Deus  cniidem  facit,  homo  See  Athenagoras,  p.  56.    TertulL 

autem  fit:  et  quidem  oni  fJEunt  sem-  Apolog.  c.  17.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  55, 59. 

per  idem  est.    hren,  lib.  iv.  cap,  la.  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  158, 375. 

p.  340.  1   Quis  auctorem  inter  opera  sua 

That  this  was  likewise  the  sense  of  deputet,  ut  videatur  id  esse  quod  fe- 

all  antiquity  appears  from  hence,  that  cit  ?   Ambros.  de  Fid,  lih.  i.  cap.  5. 

aU  the  FathtT$y  where  they  declare  p.  450. 
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own  that  they  held  the  Son  to  be  a  creature ;  which  was  pre- 
tence only,  and  playing  with  words :  for  had  they  not  only  ver- 
bally^ but  really  intended  that  the  Son  was  no  creature,  they  and 
the  Catholics  could  have  had  no  further  dispute.  But  this  was 
a  contrivance  to  dissemble  an  absurdity  too  gross  to  be  owned, 
and  to  disguise  a  difficulty  which  they  could  not  answer.  They 
had,  besides,  many  little  arts  and  subterfuges,  to  lessen  and 
undervalue  the  Sony's  part  or  province  in  the  work  of  creation, 
such  as  I  have  mentioned  and  confuted  above ;  the  same  that 
are  made  use  of  by  their  successors  at  this  day.  But  all  would 
not  do :  Scripture  was  plain  and  clear,  and  tradition  full  and 
strong ;  and  was  not  to  be  bore  down  by  little  quirks  and  sub- 
tilties.  In  fine,  truth  prevailed,  Arianism  daily  lost  ground; 
and  this  very  argument,  from  the  Son'^s  concern  in  the  work  of 
creation,  contributed,  as  much  as  any  other,  to  sink  it.  The 
strength  of  it  has  been  often  tried  since.  The  Socinians,  who 
at  the  beginning  were  most  of  them  Arians,  were  soon  sensible 
of  this  difficulty.  They  knew  not  what  to  make  of  two  Creators 
upon  the  Arian  scheme,  nor  how  to  avoid  it,  if  the  texts  were 
to  be  understood  literally  of  a  proper  creation :  and  this,  very 
probably,  was  one  main  reason  of  their  giving  the  Arian  scheme 
up,  and  running  in  with  the  Photinian  hypothesisy  which  looked 
more  defensible.  They  obs^red  that  the  texts,  which  speak  of 
the  Son^^s  being  Creator^  were  few  in  comparison ;  and  therefore 
thought,  they  might  be  able  to  deal  with  them ;  being  never  at 
a  loss  for  some  subtile  and  surprising  meaning  for  any  text  in 
the  Scripture  which  made  against  them.  Their  device,  at  length, 
was  to  interpret  every  text  of  a  metaphorical  creation :  and  so 
they  left  the  Arians  to  shift  as  they  could,  resting  themselves 
upon  a  new  bottom.  Yet  this  could  not  hold  long,  though  sup- 
ported and  set  off  with  all  the  advantages  of  wit  and  criticism. 
Several  of  the  acutest  and  ablest  of  the  Unitarians  grew  dissa- 
tisfied with  it,  and  began  themselves  to  feel  the  force  of,  and  to 
close  in  with,  the  arguments  of  the  Trinitarians  against  it.  The 
result  was,  the  preferring  the  old  Sabellian  before  the  late  Socinian 
construction :  and  yet  that  is  as  manifestly  unscriptural,  false, 
and  groundless,  as  either  Socinian  or  Arian.  But  thus  do  men 
rove  and  range  about,  after  they  have  once  forsaken  the  truth, 
and  have  given  themselves  up  to  the  conduct  of  their  private 
fancies,  instead  of  adhering  to  God's  written  word,  and  to  the 
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most  &ithful  guide,  for  the  interpretation  of  it,  the  primitive  and 
Catholic  Church.  I  thought  it  not  improper  to  hint  thus  much 
of  the  history  of  the  argument  whereof  I  have  been  discoursing. 
It  has  lost  no  weight  or  strength  all  the  time:  for  truth  is 
always  the  same.  The  variety  of  methods  thought  on  to  elude 
it,  only  confirm  it  so  much  the  more.  I  doubt  not  but  the  Unita- 
rians, of  every  denomination,  are  very  sensible,  that  our  inter- 
pretation of  Scripture,  so  far  as  concerns  this  point,  is  the  most 
easy,  obvious,  and  natural,  and  most  agreeable  to  the  letter  of 
the  inspired  writers :  only  they  have  some  scruples  about  three 
and  one,  and  know  not  how  to  digest  three  Persons  that  create, 
and  yet  but  one  Creator.  There  is  all  the  difficulty:  and  so 
they  choose  to  follow  philosophical  conjectures,  (which  they  call 
reason^)  rather  than  the  dictates  of  true  and  sound  reason,  which 
wiU  teU  us,  that  we  ought  not  to  be  wise  beyond  what  is  writ- 
ten, nor  put  a  violent  construction  on  any  passages,  where  there 
is  no  necessity  for  it,  nor  leave  a  safe  and  plain  rule,  to  foUow 
our  own  wanderings.  But  enough  of  this.  I  have  now  finished, 
in  a  great  measure,  what  I  designed,  having  explained  and 
vindicated  the  argument  for  Chrisfs  divinity  drawn  from  the 
consideration  of  his  being  Creator  of  the  world.  In  a  former 
discourse  I  endeavoured  to  maintain  the  premises ;  and  now  in 
this,  to  make  good  the  conclusion.  The  sum  of  it  is  this :  God 
the  Son  is  Creator  of  the  universe :  the  Creator  of  the  universe 
is  strictly  and  truly  God :  therefore  God  the  Son  is  strictly  and 
truly,  or  essentially  Gted,  which  was  to  be  proved.  It  remains 
now  only,  in  the  third  and  last  place, 

III.  To  make  some  reflections  and  observations  upon  the 
whole. 

I .  Having  before  shewn  the  truth  and  certainty  of  our  prin- 
ciples, give  me  leave,  in  conclusion,  to  recommend  them  further 
from  their  plainness  and  simplicity.  The  Arians  were  never 
more  perplexed  about  any  thing,  than  in  accounting  for  God*s 
taking  in  a  creature  to  be  his  agent  and  operator  in  making  the 
world  ".  What  ?  make  one  creature  in  order  to  make  others  ? 
Why  might  he  not  rather  have  made  all  creatures,  as  well  as 
one,  and  reserved  the  solo  glory  of  so  great  and  so  stupendous 
a  work,  as  that  of  creating,  to  his  own  self?   Did  he  want  the 

m  Vid.  Athan.  Orat.  ii.  p.  496. 
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assistance  of  an  inferior  being  t  Or  was  not  his  own  will  and  fiat 
mMdent  to  give  birth  to  all  things!  Besides^  did  he  cease  to 
work  after  he  made  the  Son^  leaving  it  to  a  creatttre  of  his  own 
to  have,  in  a  manner,  the  honour  of  doing  of  every  thing  else, 
and  to  be  the  immedAaU  agent  and  manager  in  all  things,  both 
in  heaven  and  earth  ?  These  were  tenets  which  appeared  very 
harsh  and  strange,  and  were  not  naiwraVAi^  scarce  tolerably^  ac- 
counted for  on  the  Arian  hypothesis.  But,  upon  the  Gatholic 
scheme,  all  is  easy,  expedite,  and  dear.  The  Son  is  of  the  same 
nature  and  substance  with  the  Father;  so  neariy  allied,  so 
closely  united,  that  nothing  could  be  the  work  of  <me^  without 
being  at  the  same  time  the  work  of  loth :  hence  it  was,  that  the 
Son  was  Joint-Oreixtor  with  the  Father,  that  "  all  things  were 
^*  made  by  him,'*^  and  nothing  without  him.  It  was  not  ^  possible 
for  them  either  to  act^  or  to  exist  separately ;  and  therefore  it  is, 
that  the  work  of  creation  is  in  Scripture  attributed  to  both. 
This  is  an  easy  and  natural  account  of  the  whole  thing ;  and 
besides  very  agreeable  to  Scripture.  "  My  Father  worketh 
"  hitherto^  and  I  work.^'  John  v.  17.  "  What  things  soever  he 
^'  doth,  these  also  doth  the  Son  likewise.'*''  John  v.  19. 

2.  Another  thing  which  rec<»nmendB  our  principles  is,  their 
great  consistency  with  each  othw,  and  with  the  principles  of  the 
Gatholic  Church,  in  this  article  especially,  from  the  very  begin- 
ning. When  the  Arians  first  broached  their  heresy y  they  had 
some  plausible  things  to  urge,  particularly  in  respect  of  the  gene- 
ration  of  the  Son,  which  was  their  principal  topic,  and  which 
they  most  delighted  to  dwell  upon.  But  then  they  took  but  a 
partial  and  superficial  view  of  things,  and  knew  not  how  to  work 
up  a  consistent  scheme.  The  Church  had  all  along  set  fcnrth 
€k>d  the  Son  as  Framer^  Creator^  Maker,  nay,  and  Smtainer  too, 
of  all  things,  in  subordination  to  the  Father.  The  $ubordinaHon 
looked  well  on  the  Arian  side ;  but  Creator  and  Preserver  were 
strange  attributes  to  be  applied  to  a  creature.  This  alone  was 
sufficient  to  shew,  that  the  Catholic  Church  had  never  gone 
upon  Arian  principles;  having  so  unanimously  and  so  expressly 


^  OvK  TfivvaTO  fi^  di*  alrov  y€P€<rBai  phi,  iv  r^  X<$y^  elpyaaaro  tA  fnatra, 

Tk  ^fuovpyfinarm*  KoBdnwp  ykp  rh  ffmt  &c.  Atkim.  Orat.  ii.  p.  498. 
TY  atravyaa-ftari  to.  iravra  <^a»r/^<Ft,  Koi        Comp.  Cjrril.  Alex.  Comm.  in  Joh. 

Siev  Tov  dtravyao'fiaTos  ovk  Sp  n  (jxo"  i.  3.  p.  45. 
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ascribed  creative  powers  to  the  Son  of  God ;  and  not  only  so, 
but  had  supposed  him  Inspector  and  Governor  of  the  whole 
universe  °,  extending  his  power  and  presence  through  the  whole 
compass  of  being.  That  the  fact  was  really  thus,  besides  many 
other  evidences,  one  might  reasonably  infer  from  the  works  of 
Eusebius  alone ;  of  whom  I  may  venture  to  say,  that  he  never 
would  have  ascribed  more  power,  dignity,  or  perfection  to  the 
Son  of  Crod,  than  the  plain  force  of  Scripture  and  Catholic  trar 
dition  obliged  him  to.  This  man,  though  a  favourer  of  the 
Arians,  (of  the  men  at  least,  if  not  of  their  cause,)  yet  every 
where  says  many  high  and  great  things  of  the  Son's  creating 
and  governing  the  whole  universe,  such  as  any  man  of  plain  sense 
must  think  can  belong  to  no  creaturCy  but  to  God  only. 

In  his  oration  before  the  Emperor  Gonstantine  he  describes 
Qod  the  Son,  under  the  most  endearing  and  magnificent  charac- 
ters imaginable.  **  He  is  the  omnipotent  Lord  and  Governor 
"  of  the  whole  universe,  the  framer  and  disposer  of  all  things, 
**  who  is  above  all,  and  through  all,  and  in  all ;  pervading  and 
*^  permeating  ail  things  both  above  and  below,  earthly  and  hea- 
**  venly,  visible  and  invisible.  It  is  he  that  formed  and  brought 
^  into  regularity  the  confused  <Aao8y  made  it  habitable  and  plea- 
^  surable,  adorned  it  with  trees,  plants,  and  flowers,  stored  the 
**  sea  with  fishes,  and  the  land  with  variety  of  animals,  snpport- 
^  ing,  preserving,  and  sustaining  them  all.  It  is  he  that  gave 
"  the  sun  its  light,  and  who  directs  the  courses  of  the  stars ; 
"  who  is  superintendent  every  where,  and  steers  the  whole  uni- 
**  verse.  To  him  the  very  angels  owe  their  life,  their  light,  their 
**  knowledge,  or  whatever  excellencies  and  perfections  they  stand 
*^  possessed  of.  In  a  word,  he  is  set  forth  as  operator  and  ma- 
**  nager,  director  and  supervisor  over  all  the  works  of  God,  shed- 
^^  ding  his  rich  blessings,  and  distributing  his  bounties  through 
"  the  whole  creation.''  This  is  Eusebius's  account  of  God  the 
Son,  as  it  lies  scattered  through  that  oration  P.  A  great  deal 
too  much  for  any  Arian  to  say,  and  more  thim  can  be  tolerably 
accounted  for,  upon  any  other  than  Catholic  principles.  I  shall 
not  here  pass  any  positive  judgment  upon  Eusebius,  about  whom 
the  learned  world  has  been  so  much  divided.     I  shall  only  say, 

o  Iren.  p.  190,  315.    Clem.  Alex.  Novat.  cap.  14. 
p.  133.  273,  831.    Tertull.  adv.  Prax.        p  Vid.  Euseb.  de  Laud.  Constant, 

cap.  xxiii.  p.  514.  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  501,  535,  536,  537,  538,  539,  530, 

p.  63, 164, 339.  in  Johan.  p.  laa,  138.  531,  &c. 
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that  if  he  was  an  Arian  at  the  bottom,  he  was  the  most  incon- 
sistent one  that  ever  was.  He  ought  either  to  have  been  much 
more  of  an  Arian  than  he  appears  to  have  been,  or  no  Arian  at 
all.  He  ascribed  so  much  to  God  the  Son,  that  he  hardly  left 
any  thing  peculiar  to  the  Father,  but  a  kind  of  nominal  great- 
ness and  majesty,  as  it  were  to  be  above  and  beyond  the  world. 
In  short,  he  describes  him,  as  it  were,  sitting  in  his  throne  of 
state,  and  looking  on,  and  God  the  Son  as  acting  and  perform- 
ing every  thing.  Athanasius's  account  of  this  matter  appears 
much  more  rational  and  consistent.  For  indeed  it  is  by  no 
means  reconcilable  with  good  sense,  and  the  truth  and  reason 
of  things,  to  allow  so  much  to  God  the  Son  as  Eusebius  did, 
and  not  to  allow  him  every  thing  which  Athanasius,  with  other 
Catholics  at  that  time,  (as  the  Catholic  Church  had  all  along,) 
ascribed  to  him.  It  was  a  weak  thing  to  pretend  to  honour  the 
Son  of  God  by  halves.  A  creature  or  no  creaiure^  was  the  ques- 
tion. The  Arians  innovated  in  making  the  Son  a  creature^  and 
yet  were  minded  to  keep  up,  in  other  respects,  the  same  honours 
and  acknowledgments  which  had  been  paid  him  before.  This 
was  trifling  and  inconsistent.  The  Catholics  were  wiser  men. 
They  preserved  the  same  honour  and  respect  which  had  been 
formerly  paid  to  God  the  Son ;  but  withal,  carefully  looked  after 
the  foundation  of  it ;  that  so  they  might  be  able  not  only  to  do 
their  duty,  but  to  give  a  reason  also  for  the  doing  it.  This  was 
acting  with  thought  and  judgment ;  in  which  they  appear  to 
have  been  as  much  superior  to  their  adversaries,  all  along,  as  in 
true  piety,  probity,  and  sincerity.     But, 

3dly  and  lastly,  I  would  observe  to  you,  what  I  before  hinted, 
that  while  we  acknowledge  the  Son  of  God  to  be  Creator^  we 
acknowledge  him  a  Son  also :  the  second  only,  not  the  first 
Person  of  the  Trinity.  The  Father  therefore  is  primarily 
Creator,  as  Father.  He  is  first  in  conception,  whenever  we 
speak  of  the  divine  nature.  And  hence  it  is  that  he  is  said  to 
create  by  the  8on^  and  he  is  eminently  and  emphatically  repre- 
sented in  the  Creeds,  as  Maker  of  heaven  and  earthy  the  Son 
having  another  title,  more  peculiar  to  him,  that  of  Bedeemer. 
The  Niccne  Creed  (as  do  many  other  ancient  Creeds)  takes 
notice  of  the  worldi  being  made  by  the  Son ;  but  yet  so  that 
he  did  not  make  the  worlds  by  the  Father y  but  the  Father  hy 
him.  This  is  the  constant  language  of  antiquity,  always  keep- 
ing up  some  preeminence  of  order ^  as  proper  to  the  first  Person, 
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along  with  the  true  essential  divinity  of  the  other  two.  This 
distinction  of  order^  consistent  with  a  parity  of  nature^  they 
learned  from  Scripture,  and  inviolably  maintained.  For  thus 
they  thought  that,  by  referring  all  things  to  one  Head  and 
Fotmtainj  they  should  preserve  the  unity,  along  with  the  dis- 
tinction ;  and  consistently  teach  a  phMulity  of  Persons  in  one 
Godhead^  as  we  do  at  this  day.  There  can  be  no  such  thing  as 
Tritheiim,  upon  the  principles  of  the  ancient  Church,  so  long 
as  a  proper  Sonship  and  subordination  is  allowed :  for  therein 
consists  the  relation,  the  alliance,  the  strict  union  of  the  Per- 
sons, while  they  are  considered,  as  I  may  say,  of  the  same  stock, 
and  included  in  each  other.  But  take  away  that  relation  and 
alliance,  either  by  supposing  three  independent  separate  prin- 
ciples, or  by  making  two  of  the  Persons  creatures,  and  conse- 
quently of  a  different  nature  from  the  other ;  and  then  imme- 
diately commences  either  Tritheism^  strictly  so  called,  or  Gentile 
Polytheism.  So  that  the  Catholic  doctrine  is  the  only  security 
against  a  plurality  of  Gods ;  unless  we  take  our  last  refuge  in 
SabelKanism,  which  is  utterly  repugnant  to  the  whole  tenor  of 
Scripture,  and  to  the  doctrine  of  the  universal  Church.  "  Now 
*'  to  God  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  three  Persons  and 
'^  one  God,  be  all  honour  and  glory,  power  and  dominion,  hence- 
"  forth  and  for  evermore.*"    Amen. 


o  a 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


The  Scripture 'Unity  not  an  Unity  (jf  Person 


OR 


THE  DIVINE  UNITY 

STATED  AND  CLEARED. 


The  fonrth  Sermon  proached  I>ec  3,  1719. 


Mark  xii.  09. 

Kvpto?  6  0€O9  f}yJav  Kvpios  €ts  iari. 

Hear  J  0  Israel^  the  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lord. 

JM  Y  design  in  taking  this  text  is  to  inquire  into  the  Scripture- 
notion  of  the  Divine  Unity:  a  point  very  necessary  to  be  stated 
and  cleared,  in  order  to  a  right  understanding  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity.  I  was  once  inclinable  to  defer  the  treating  of  it 
some  time  longer;  thinking  it  most  suitable  to  the  rules  of 
strict  method  to  throw  it  off  to  the  last  part  of  what  I  intend 
upon  this  subject.  But  I  considered,  that  while  I  am  asserting 
the  divinity  of  more  Persons  than  one,  the  thought  will,  in  a 
manner,  perpetually  occur,  how  it  can  be  consistent  with  the 
Scripture-account  of  the  Divine  Unity:  and  many  may  be 
impatient  to  have  that  point  settled  before  we  go  further.  Upon 
this  consideration,  I  thought  it  advisable  to  postpone  this  mat- 
ter no  longer^  choosing  rather  to  break  in  upon  the  rules  of 
strict  method,  than  to  suffer  a  prejudice  to  lie  upon  the  minds 
of  any,  which  might  so  easily  be  removed.  I  shall  therefore 
now  fall  directly  to  the  business  of  the  Unity. 

The  words  which  I  have  chosen  to  discourse  on  appear  first 
in  Deuteronomy,  chap.  vi.  ver.  4,  from  whence  they  are  cited  by 
our  blessed  Lord,  and  thereby  made  a  doctrine  of  the  Gospel, 
as  before  of  the  Law.  "  Hear,  O  Israel,  the  Lord  our  God  is 
"  one  Lord.*"    I  think  it  proper,  in  the  entrance^  to  take  notice, 
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that  the  original  word  in  the  Hebrew  for  Lord^  la  Jehawxik^ 
(aocording  to  our  now  customary  way  of  reading  and  pronounc- 
ing it ;)  and  if  we  put  Jehovah^  instead  of  Lord^  into  the  English 
text,  it  will  then  run  thus:  Jehovah  our  God  is  one  Jehovah. 
The  use  which  I  intend  of  this  will  appear  presently. 

Th^re  are  three  several  constructions  of  this  one  short  sen- 
tence. The  difierences  betwixt  them  may  appear  slight,  but  are 
really  of  moment  in  this  controversy,  as  will  be  seen  in  the 
sequel.  The  Anti-Trinitarians  of  all  sorts  have  here  an  interest 
to  serve  in  making  the  word  Jehovah  to  be  nothing  more  than 
the  proper  name  of  one  Person  only.  It  is  for  this  reason  chiefly 
they  contrive  to  change  the  obvious,  natural  order  and  construc- 
tion of  the  words :  for  otherwise  indeed,  upon  their  hypotheeiSj 
they  would  scarce  be  sense.  Suppose  it  were  said,  David,  our 
king,  is  one  David ;  or  Abraham,  our  father,  is  one  Abraham ; 
what  sense  would  there  be  in  it !  And  yet  this  sentence,  Jehovah 
our  God  is  one  Jehovah,  supposing  Jehovah  to  be  merely  a  proper 
namey  wiU  be  just  such  another  sajring,  and  is  too  flat  and 
insipid  a  sense  to  be  suflered  to  pass  upon  the  sacred  writings. 
Tliis  our  adversaries  are  sensible  of,  and  therefore,  to  salve  their 
hypot/iesis^  they  make  bold  with  the  order  and  construction  of 
the  words  two  ways ;  which  I  shall  here  previously  take  notice 
of  and  examine,  and  then  proceed  to  lay  do^vn  the  third  con- 
struction, which  is  the  only  true  one. 

J.  The  first  way  is,  to  turn  the  sentence  thus:  Jehovah  is 
our  God^  Jehovah  only.  Here  you  see,  in  this  form,  Jehovah  may 
be  a  proper  name,  and  the  words  are  good  sense  too :  and  so, 
they  think,  both  points  are  secured.  But  the  objection  against 
it  is,  that  the  words  here  in  St.  Mark  (and  indeed  those  in 
Deuteronomy)  will  not  bear  that  construction.  For  then  the 
words  should  have  been  thus :  K{fpi6s  i(mv  6  S€bs  riyu&v,  ILipios 
twvosy  which  is  very  different  from  what  we  find,  and  is  quite 
another  proposition. 

2.  A  second  way  of  construing  the  words  is  thus:  Jehovah 
our  Cfody  even  Jehovah^  is  one  Person.  Here  again  you  will 
observe,  that  Jehovah  may  be  understood  as  a  proper  name^ 
which  is  thought  a  great  point  gained ;  and  a  greater  than  that 
is  intended  by  interpreting  one^  one  Person.  So  there  are 
thought  to  be  two  ends  served  at  once.  But  it  will  be  easy  to 
defeat  them  both ;  which  we  shall  see  presently,  as  soon  as  we 
come  to  assert  and  explain  the  true  construction  of  the  place. 
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I  shall  here  only  examine  a  pretence  which  is  ^made  from  Zecha- 
riah  xiv.  9.  in  favour  of  this  fanciful  interpretation-  The  verse 
runs  thus  in  our  translation:  "And  the  Lord  shall  be  King 
"  over  all  the  earth :  in  that  day  shall  there  be  one  Lord,  and 
"  his  name  one.*" 

Here  it  is  thought  that  the  truer  rendering  of  the  latter  part 
should  be  thus;  The  Lord  (or  Jehovah)  shall  be  one,  and  his 
name  one.  That  is,  say  they.  The  Lord  shall  be  one  Person. 
It  is  somewhat  strange  that  they  do  not  add  likewise,  that  his 
name  shall  be  one  thingy  to  answer  to  the  other.  It  requires  no 
great  acumen  to  perceive  that  the  attribute  of  one  is  applied  to 
Jehovah  in  the  same  manner  as  it  is  to  the  name;  and  so  it  is 
cIs,  or  wnm,  in  the  masculine  gender,  when  applied  to  Lord; 
%Vy  or  ununiy  in  the  neuter  gender,  when  applied  to  name.  And 
it  is  evident  that  the  meaning  only  is,  that  as  there  shall  not  be 
many  names,  but  one  name  acknowledged  in  that  day  over  all 
the  earth ;  so  there  shall  not  be  many  lords,  but  oihe  Lord,  or 
one  Jehovah,  one  only  received  as  such.  This  consideration  alone 
is  sufficient  to  confute  the  surmise,  as  if  the  Prophet  was  here 
concerned  about  Unity  of  Person,  or  intended  any  thing  like  it. 
He  certainly  meant  no  more  than  that  the  Jehovah,  who  has 
the  sole  right  of  dominion  over  all,  will  then  appear  so  in  fact, 
and  be  received,  among  his  subjects,  as  the  only  Qod  and  Lord, 
reigning  without  a  rival.  He  will  be  one,  in  opposition  to  any 
different  gods  or  lords,  and  acknowledged  as  one  Head,  uniting 
all  under  him.  This  is  the  sense  of  the  place,  as  is  clear  from 
the  context**.  For  the  text  is  not  speaking  of  what  God  is  in 
himself,  being  in  that  respect  always  the  same ;  but  of  what  he 
should  be  in  respect  of  his  reception  in  the  world,  when  he  should 
be  generally  acknowledged,  and  have  no  rival  set  up  in  oppo- 
sition to  him.  The  other  construction,  which  would  force  Unity 
of  Person  out  of  this  passage,  take  it  which  way  we  will,  is  scarce 
sense.  For  is  it  thus?  Jehovah  will  in  that  day  become  one 
Person,  which  he  was  not  before  ?  This  is,  at  first  sight,  ridi- 
culous. Or,  is  it  that  Jehovah  will  then  be  acknowledged  to  be 
one  Person  ?  This  is  almost  as  absurd  as  the  other.  For,  pro- 
bably, those  that  did  not  receive  the  Gk>d  of  Israel  as  their  God, 
yet  might  have  thought  him  to  be  one  Person^  all  along.  This 
was  not  the  point ;  but  they  were  to  acknowledge  him  so  one, 

»  See  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  2.  ed.  2.    Modest  Plea,  p.  133. 
*»  Vid.  etiam  cap.  xiii.  ver.  2. 
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as  not  to  presume  to  set  up  any  rival  power  against  him.  The 
Prophet  had  something  else  at  heart  than  either  Unity  of  sub- 
iiance,  or  Person.  "Eirrai,  Kvpios  els :  "  There  shall  be  one  Lord 
(as  our  version  rightly  renders  it)  both  for  Jew  and  Gentile. 
The  expression  is  much  such  another  as  vofws  €h  larai,  (Numb, 
ix.  14.)  ''  There  shall  be  one  law  to  him  that  is  homebom,  and 
"  to  him  that  sojoumeth  among  you  :*"  You  shall  not  be  under 
different  rules  or  laws,  but  one  and  the  same  shall  be  for  all. 
In  like  manner  the  Prophet  predicts  that  Jew  and  Gentile  shall 
not  have  different  gods  or  lords,  but  one  and  the  same  God  and 
Lord  shall  rule  over  both.  Having  shewn  then  that  the  second 
interpretation  is  as  groundless  as  the  first, 

3.  I  proceed  to  lay  down  the  third,  which  is  the  true  one. 
The  Lord  our  God  is  the  sole  Lord^  or  the  only  God :  in  opposition 
to  ffods  many 9  and  lords  many^  whether  supreme  or  inferior.  Thus 
the  Scribe,  to  whom  our  Lord  spake,  and  whom  he  coramends 
as  answering  so  far  discreetly,  understood  it.  "  There  is  one 
^^  God,  and  there  is  none  other  but  he.*"  This  shews  that 
Jehovah  was  here  equivalent  to  0€is,  or  God.  Some  of  the 
ancient  versions,  instead  of  one  Lord^  render  it,  one  Crod:  as  do 
also  some  of  the  ^  primitive  Fathers ;  none  of  them  (so  far  as  I 
have  observed)  either  considering  Jehovah  in  this  place  as  a 
proper  name  of  one  Person  only,  or  ever  bringing  this  text  to 
prove  that  G^  is  but  one  Person.  This  they  understood,  and 
this  only ;  that  there  is  but  one  God,  one  Lord,  and  one  Jeho- 
vah ;  not  two  Gods,  two  Lords,  or  two  Jehovahs. 

If  it  be  asked,  who,  or  what  Person  is  intended  by  ^'  the  Lord 
^'  our  God*"  in  the  text,  it  seems  most  reasonable  and  natural  to 
understand  it  of  God  the  Father;  not  exclusive  of,  but  abstract- 
ing from  the  consideration  of,  the  other  two  Persons.  The 
Scribe  perhaps  understood  it  in  the  exclusvoe  sense;  exclusive 
of  all  other  Persons.  Our  Lord  commends  him  as  answering 
discreetly y  in  acknowledging  one  God;  but  intimates  withal, 
that  he  was  not  yet  come  to  perfection :  he  wanted  something 
further,  he  was  "not  far  from  the  kingdom  of  God.^  One 
thing  that  he  wanted  was  to  acknowledge  the  Son  to  be  God 
and  Lord,  as  well  as  the  Father :  and  it  is  pretty  remarkable 
that  both  the  Evangelists,  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  after 
relating  this  conference  of  our  Saviour  with  the  Scribe,  imme- 

^  Irensus,  lib.  v.  cap.  33.  p.  319.  Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  i.  cap.  i,  2. 
Cyprian,  de  Orat.  Domin.  p.  151, 173.    p.  445, 448.  ed.  Bened. 
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diately  subjoin  the  history  of  our  Saviour^s  putting  a  question 
to  the  Pharisees,  how  the  Messiah  could  be  both  David's  Son 
and  David's  Lord,  quoting  that  passage  of  Psal.  ex.  i.  ''  The 
"  Lord  said  unto  my  Lord,''  &c.  It  is  no  improbable  conjec- 
ture of  a  ^judidom  Father,  that  our  blessed  Saviour  thereby 
intended  to  correct  the  Jewish  construction  of  Deuteron.  vi.  4, 
and  to  intimate,  as  far  as  was  proper  at  that  time,  that  the 
Father  is  not  ets  Kt//}£09,  one  Lord^  in  such  a  sense  as  to  exclude 
the  Son,  who  is  also  Kvpio;,  or  Lord^  and  tacitly  included^  as 
dlen  as  the  Father  is  styled  the  only  God^  or  Lord.  But  it  is 
now  time  to  consider  more  distinctly  and  fully  the  doctrine 
contained  in  the  text,  which  I  shall  endeavour  thus : 

1.  By  inquiring,  under  what  scdvas^  and  qualifying  consider- 
ations, we  may  reasonably  understand  the  general  doctrine  of 
God  the  Father's  being  the  only  true  Gody  or  Lord. 

2.  By  considering  what  we  may  justly  infer  from  it,  and  what 
use  we  are  to  make  of  it. 

I.  I  shall  inquire,  und^  what  sahos^  or  qualifying  consider- 
ations, we  may  reasonably  understand  the  general  doctrine  of 
God  the  Father's  being  the  only  true  Grody  or  Lord. 

The  texts  seem,  at  first  view,  to  exclude  all  other  persons 
whatever,  from  being  divine  in  the  same  sense ;  and  also  from 
having  any  right  or  title  to  religious  worship,  or  any  degree  of 
it.  The  texts  run  in  the  personal  character ;  ''  I  am  the  Lord 
"  thy  God  :"  and  generally  •  in  the  singular  number ;  /,  not  we; 
or  he^  not  they.  And  then  the  practical  doctrine  founded  there- 
upon is  to  pay  to  that  Person^  not  supreme  worship  only,  but  all 
worship ;  not  our  highest  religious  service,  but  our  whole  rdigious 
service ;  reserving  no  part  nor  degree  of  it  to  any  other.  If 
therefore  the  doctrine  is  to  be  interpreted  up  to  the  utmost 
rigour  in  both  its  parts,  the  Father  only  is  God,  in  any  strict  or 
proper  sense ;  and  every  part  and  degree  of  religious  service  is 
to  be  paid  to  him  solely.  But  how  can  we  be  Christians  if  we 
say  this  ?  or  how  is  it  possible  to  reconcile  it  with  other  plain 
Scriptures?    There  must  be  some  abatement,  some  favourable 

^  Dominus  ipse  prsecipuiun  man-  teste,  confirmat.   Hilar,  p.  looi. 
datum  legis  in  uniiis  Domini  confes-        ®  I  say  generally,  not  always ;  be- 

sione  et  dilectione  docens  esse,  non  cause  there  are  some   instances  of 

suo  ad  Scribam,  sed  Prophetse  testi-  plural  expressions :  Gen.  i.  i,  26.  iii. 

monio  usus  est,  esse  «e  i>omtntfm. 5,22.  xi.  7.  xx.  13.  xxxv.  7.    Deut. 

Dominura  unum  ita  ex  lege  docenS,  iv.  7.   Bed.  xii.  i.  Jos.  xxiv.  19.   Isa. 

ut    se   quoque   Dominwn,   Propheta  vi.  8. 
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allowance  of  constniotion,  in  one  part  or  other,  to  make  Scrip- 
ture consistent ;  and  the  difficulty  is  to  know  where  we  are  to 
settle  this  necessary  latitude  of  interpretation,  so  as  neither  to 
do  yiolence  to  the  letter^  nor  defeat  the  intent  of  the  infiq>ired 
writers.  There  have  been  two  ways  thought  on  to  compromise 
this  matter.  I  shall  mention  that  first,  which  is  the  least  likely 
to  do  us  any  service,  that  I  may  come  with  the  greater  advan- 
tage to  the  other,  which  wiU  appear  to  be  not  only  the  best,  but 
the  only  way  of  reconciling  the  diffiioulty,  after  we  have  seen 
that  the  first  will  not  bear. 

I.  The  first  way  is  to  suppose  that  the  words  Lord  and  God 
admit  of  a  higher  and  a  lotoer  sense ;  so  that  the  texts  which 
declare  the  Father  the  one  God,  are  to  be  understood  to  mean 
one  only  supreme  Qod,  leaving  room  for  inferior  and  subordinate 
gods  besides  him :  and  so  also  worship  must  be  understood  to 
be  of  two  kinds,  sovereign  and  inferior ;  and  that  the  supreme 
God  claims  only  sovereign^  not  all  religious  worship  to  himself. 

But  against  this  way  of  reconciling  there  appear  to  be  many 
insuperable  objections.  It  is  not  only  against  the  letter^  but  the 
very  intent  and  design  of  the  sacred  writings.  For,  not  to 
mention  that  Scripture  no  where  tells  us  of  tvx>  true^  i.  e.  ttoo 
adorable,  Gods,  or  of  two  religious  worships,  sovereign  and 
inferior ;  the  very  end  and  design  of  all  the  texts  relating  to 
the  Unity  seems  to  have  been  to  preclude  inferior  gods,  and 
them  especially ;  there  being  less  danger  of  men'^s  running  into 
the  notion  of  many  supremes.  Besides  the  general  drift  and 
purport  of  those  texts,  there  are  some  particular  texts  still 
more  express  and  decisive.  "  There  is  no  Grod  before  me,''  says 
the  one  God,  ^  neither  shall  there  be  any  after  me  C  and  yet 
every  inferior  God  must  be  after  the  sujMreme^  *'  The  gods 
'^  that  have  not  made  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  even  they 
*'  shall  perish  from  the  earth.''  J^rem.  x.  ii.  And  yet  it  is 
never  to  be  supposed  that  any  inferior  god  can  be  Creator^ 
which  is  the  distinguishing  character  of  the  one  supreme  God ; 
consequently,  ev^  inferior   god   shall  perish  and  come  to 

'  Qnis  enro  hoc  dicit.  Pater  an  rhw  nartpa  &€6g  ovk  fore,  Mjkotf  Si%  t6 

Filius  ?   Si  rilius,  Ante  me,  iBoriit,  iv  rf  iranA,  koi  firj  fitrh.  t6v  irarepa, 

non  JuU  alius  Deus :   Si  Pater,  Post  t6v  vl6v  tlpai  6  Xiyos  ixaprvp^rm. 

me,  inquit,  fum  erit :  hie  priorem,  iUe  Et  ns  odv  fura  t6v  ©cdv  cort,  Kria-is 

posteriorem  non  habet.   Ambros,  de  tovto,  koI  ov  Q€6s,  dia  rmv  (Iprjfuvmv 

Fid,  lib.  i.  cap.  8.  p.  454.  €vpi<riuT(u.  Qreg.  Nyss.  coiUr,  Eunom, 

£2  yap  Qt6i  iia¥  6  vlhs,  vcof  dc  iksra  iv.  p.  575. 
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nothings.  Besides^  every  inferior  god  must  of  course  be  sup- 
posed a  creature  of  the  great  Qod,  But  St.  Paul  has  expressly 
cautioned  us  against  serving  the  "  creature  more  than  (or  besides) 
"  the  Creator,"  and  against  serving  those  that  "  by  nature  are  no 
"  gods."**  Further  than  this,  it  is  as  clear  as  words  can  make 
it,  that  the  great  God  has  claimed  to  himself  all  sacrifice,  with- 
out distinction  of  sovereign  and  inferior,  our  whole  religious 
service,  and  whole  confidence^.  To  suppose  the  contrary,  would 
have  been  to  leave  room  for  the  greatest  confusion  in  worship 
imaginable,  and  would  not  have  been  the  way  to  root  out,  but 
to  establish,  idolatry.  Add  to  this,  that  the  distinction  of  a 
twofold  sense  in  the  word  God^  will  not  help  us  out  of  the 
difficulty:  because  we  have  all  the  reason  in  the  world  to 
believe  that  another  Person,  besides  the  Father^  is  called  God, 
in  the  same  sense,  in  the  same  Scriptures ;  and  therefore  this 
solution  of  the  difficulty  will  not  bear ;  but  we  must  of  course 
look  out  for  another. 

2,  The  other  way  then  is,  to  suppose  that  the  exclusive  terms 
of  one,  only^  or  the  like,  may  admit  of  some  latitude  of  construc- 
tion ;  and  that,  so  long  as  the  full  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
declarations  of  the  Unity  is  in  this  way  answered,  all  is  safe 
and  secure.  That  this  is  the  very  truth  of  the  case,  1  shall 
n )     proceed  to  shew  at  large. 

God  the  Father  may  be,  and  is,  very  reasonably  and  justly 
styled  the  one  or  ovdy  God,  without  excluding  every  other 
Person ;  particularly,  without  excluding  the  Son  from  the  one 
true  Godhead.  It  is  a  rule  and  maxim,  and  may  be  proved  by 
many  instances  in  sacred  and  profane  writings,  that  exclusive 
terms  are  not  to  be  interpreted  with  the  utmost  rigour,  so  as  to 
leave  no  room  for  tadt  exceptions,  such  as  reason  and  good 
sense  will  easily  supply.  It  may  be  sometimes  needless  or 
impertinent  to  mention  every  exception;  and  often  wiser  or 
better  not  to  do  it,  but  to  leave  them  to  the  intelligent  reader. 

Thus  for  instance  it  is  said,  "  No  one  knoweth  the  Father 
*'  but  the  Son,  and  no  one  knoweth  the  Son  but  the  Father.'*'' 
(Matt.  xi.  27.)  If  we  should  here  interpret  the  exclusive  terms 
with  the  utmost  strictness,  it  must  follow  that  the  Father  does 
not  know  himself,  nor  the  Son  himself.    But  no  man  of  common 


^  See  Cudworth's  Comment  on  this        ^  See  my  Vindication  of  Christ's 
tc^>  P*  545*  Divinity,  vol.  i.  Qu.  16. 
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sense  can  think  so  of  either ;  and  therefore  there  was  no  occa- 
sion for  any  further  guard  or  exception. 

So  again  it  is  said,  that  ^*  the  things  of  Ood  knoweth  no  one, 
"  but  the  Spirit  of  GUxl,'"  (i  Oor,  ii.  1 1.)  as  before,  (in  Matt.  xi. 
27.)  "  No  one  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son.''  Now,  if  we 
understand  the  excltmve  terms  with  the  utmost  strictness,  it 
must  follow  from  one  passage,  that  the  Holy  Ghost  knows  more 
of  the  Father  than  the  Son  does ;  and  from  the  other,  that  the 
Son  knows  more  of  the  Father  than  the  Holy  Ghost  does :  which 
are  propositions  directly  repugnant.  But  the  truth  is,  here  was 
no  opposition  intended  to  San  or  Holy  Ghost  in  either  place ; 
but  to  creatures  only. 

In  like  manner  it  is  said,  in  the  Revelations,  of  the  Son  of 
God,  that  "  he  had  a  name  written,  that  no  one  (ovdcU)  knew, 
"  but  he  himself;*"  (Rev.  xix.  12.)  which,  if  the  exclusive  term 
is  to  be  strictly  understood,  makes  the  Father  himself  ignorant 
of  what  was  known  to  the  Son. 

St.  Paul  says,  ^'  I  determined  not  to  know  any  thing  among 
"  you,  save  Jesus  Christ,  and  him  crucified,*'  i  Cor.  ii.  2.  If 
this  be  rigorously  interpreted  up  to  the  letter,  St.  Paul  must 
have  been  contented  to  be  ignorant  of  Ood  the  Father^  and  of 
many  the  most  important  articles  of  the  Christian  religion.  But 
it  is  obvious  to  oonunon  sense,  that  such  expressions  are  to  be 
qualified  both  from  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  from  other 
Scriptures.  These  instances  are  sufficient  to  shew  that  exclusive 
terms  may,  and  in  several  cases  must,  admit  of  a  favourable 
construction.  Now  to  come  to  the  point  in  hand.  I  shall  first 
shew,  directly  and  plainly,  that  God  the  Son  was  not  intended 
to  be  excluded  at  all,  by  the  texts  which  proclaim  the  Father 
the  one  God;  and  next,  give  some  reasons  why  there  was  no 
occasion  to  make  any  particular  exception  or  salvOy  on  that 
account ;  or  why  it  was  better  not  to  do  it.  First,  let  us  com- 
pare texts  with  texts. 

Isa.  xliv.  24.  we  read  thus :  ''  I  am  the  Lord  that  maketh  all 
*^  things ;  that  stretcheth  forth  the  heavens  alone^  and  spreadeth 
"  abroad  the  earth  by  myself."  Now  here,  according  to  the 
rigour  of  construction,  one  should  suppose  the  Father  (if  it  is 
indeed  to  be  understood  of  the  Faiher)  to  have  been  hy  himself 
when  he  made  the  world,  and  that  no  other  Person  had  any 
hand  in  creating,  or  was  so  much  as  with  him  when  he  did  it. 
And  yet  certain  it  is  from  other  Scriptures,  as  I  have  shewn 
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formerly,  that  God  the  Son  was  not  only  with  him,  but  assisted 
also  in  the  work  of  creation.  But  it  was  needless  for  the  Pro- 
phet to  take  any  notice  of  the  Son^s  concern  in  it,  while  he  was 
only  considering  the  true  Grod  in  opposition  to  other  gods;  besides 
that  the  time  was  not  yet  come  for  the  distinct  and  clear  reve- 
lation of  God  the  Son.  So  again  we  find  it  said,  probably  in 
respect  of  the  Father,  ^^  Thou  only  knowest  the  hearts  of  all 
'^  the  children  of  men,**'  (i  Kings  viii.  39.)  and  it  is  not  said, 
Thou  only  knowest  oriffincUIjfj  or  in  the  most  perfect  manner, 
but,  Thou  only  knowest^  simply  and  absolutely.  And  yet  evident 
it  is,  from  other  places  of  Scripture,  that  not  the  Father  only, 
but  the  Son  also  must  then  have  known  the  hearts  of  all  the 
children  of  men>;  and  it  may  be  certainly  inferred  from  his 
being  Creator  of  all  m^i  from  the  beginning. 

We  read  (Ps.  Ixxxiii.  18.)  *^  Thou,  whose  name  alone  is 
^^  Jehovah^^  supposed  to  be  meant  of  God  the  Father.  If  the 
exclusive  term  is  there  to  be  rigorously  understood,  no  other 
Person  but  the  Father  has  the  title  or  name  of  Jehovah.  And 
yet  certain  it  is,  from  other  Scriptures,  that  the  Son  is  another 
Person,  and  that  the  name  JehovaJi  is  also  his  name.  But  it  was 
needless,  or  would  have  been  foreign,  to  have  inserted  any  par- 
ticular caution  or  exception,  while  the  Psalmist  was  considering 
only  the  true  God,  in  opposition  to  other  gods,  or  to  the  gods  of 
the  nations.  God  the  Father  (probably)  says,  Isai.  xliii.  if,  "I, 
^^  even  I,  am  the  Lord,  and  besides  me  there  is  no  Saviour.^  And 
yet  no  man  of  sense  that  reads  the  Bible  can  believe,  that  the 
intent  was  to  exclude  our  blessed  Samowr  from  being  properly 
such,  as  well  as  the  Father.  It  is  said  also,  (Isa.  ii.  1 1, 17.)  that 
^  the  Lord  alone  shall  be  exalted  in  that  day.**^  Suppose  this  be 
meimt  of  God  the  Father ;  yet  no  one,  who  considers  either  the 
context,  or  reason  of  the  thing,  or  oth^  Scriptures,  can  imagine 
that  this  was  designed  to  exclude  Grod  the  Son  from  being 
exalted ;  or  that  it  was  intended  in  opposition  to  any  thing  but 
idols  in  particular,  or  creatures  in  general.  It  would  be  easy  to 
iUustrate  iMa  matter  by  more  examples  of  ihe  like  nature :  but 
these  already  given  are,  I  am  persuaded,  sufficient  to  shew  that, 
whether  it  be  said  that  the  Father  is  the  only  God^  or  whether  it 
were  said  that  the  Father  only  is  God,  (which  expression  would 
be  stronger,)  the  exclusive  term  only  need  not  be  supposed  to 

i  John  ii.  24.  xvi.  30.  Acts  i.  34.  Heb.  iv.  la.  Rev.  ii.  3. 
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aflect  the  Son  at  all ;  but  he  may  still  be  tacitly  understood : 
and  there  was  no  necessity  for  any  express  caution  in  the  case, 
the  reason  of  the  thing  sufficiently  shewing  it  afterwards.  When 
therefore  we  read  of  the  Father  s  being  the  one  God,  we  are  to 
understand  it  of  the  Father  singly^  not  exclueiwly ;  of  the 
Father,  but  in  conjunction  still  with  the  Son :  not  that  we  mean 
by  the  term  Father^  both  Father  and  Son,  but  we  consider  the 
Father  singly,  in  such  cases,  abstracting  from  the  consideration 
of  God  the  Son,  not  excluding  him  from  partaking  of  the  same 
Gk>dhead.  This  then  appears  to  be  matter  of  fact,  that  God 
the  Son  is  not  excluded,  but  always  tacitly  understood  in  those 
expressions  of  the  Unity,  which  we  meet  with  in  Scripture.  The 
same  is  true  of  any  other  expressions  of  the  like  nature,  as  if 
the  Father  be  said  to  be  the  alone  yood,  the  only  toisef  the  only 
potentate^  or  only  having  immortality ;  they  are  not  intended  in 
opposition  to  Ctod  the  Son,  or  Holy  Ghost,  (who  being  so  nearly 
allied  to,  so  much  one  with  the  Fatlier,  are  tacitly  to  be  under- 
stood as  partaking  of  every  perfection  which  is  ascribed  to  the 
Father,)  but  in  opposition  to  creatures^  or  other  gods ;  in  oppo- 
sition to  every  thing  extra  Patrem,  eyery  thing  not  contained  in 
him,  or  not  inseparably  included  with  him.  This  I  observe,  on 
supposition  that  those  texts  are  meant  of  the  Father:  but 
perhaps  the  word  God  in  those  places  is  to  be  understood  in 
the  ind^nite  sense,  abstracting  from  the  piurticular  consideration 
of  this  or  ^at  person ;  in  like  manner  as  the  word  man  often 
stands,  not  for  any  particular  human  person,  but  the  whole 
species,  or  huma/n  nature :  man  is  /rail,  man  is  mortal,  or  the 
like.  I  say  the  word  God  may  be  thus  understood  ;  and  since 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  is  demonstrable  from  other  Scrip- 
tures, we  have  great  reason  to  believe  that  this  is  the  true  and 
real  meaning  of  the  word  God,  as  often  as  the  context  or  other 
circumstances  do  not  confine  its  signification  and  intent  to  one 
Person  only.  It  remains  now  only  to  account  for  the  manner 
of  speaking.  For  it  may  be  asked,  why,  when  it  is  said,  suppose 
by  the  Father,  '^  I  am  the  Lord,  and  there  is  none  else,^  it  may 
be  asked  why  there  might  not  have  been  added,  except  my  Son 
and  Holy  Spirit ^  or  some  other  saving  clause  of  like  kind !  To 
this  it  may  be  answered, 

1.  That  it  was  needlesa 

2.  That  it  might  have  been  hurtful. 

I.  It  was  needless.    None  of  those  declarations  concerning 
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the  unity  of  God^  and  the  worship  due  to  God  alone^  were  made 
at  the  beginning,  or  before  iddatry  was  grown  into  practice. 
Their  intent  and  design  was  to  be  a  remedy  against  it,  and  to 
root  it  out  of  the  world.  Those  declarations  were  then  so 
tinderstood,  as  it  was  intended  they  should  be,  in  opposition  to 
all  other  gods,  all  that  were  plainly  opposite  to,  or  differenvt  from, 
the  one  God  of  Israel.  Thus  the  end  of  them  was  fully  an- 
swered; and  there  was  no  occasion  explicitly  to  mention  the 
Person  of  the  Son,  before  the  proper  time  came  to  reveal  his 
distinct  Person  and  character  fully  and  clearly  to  the  world. 
After  he  was  come,  it  was  still  as  needless  to  insert  any  such 
saving  clauses ;  because  the  revealing  his  nature,  and  character, 
and  personal  perfections,  was  equivalent  thereto,  and  were  in- 
terpretatively  so  many  qualifying  clauses  or  exceptions;  the 
reason  of  the  thing  shewing  that  he  must  be  supposed  as  in- 
cluded always,  without  any  specicU  proviso  for  it.  Thus,  for 
instance,  if  the  Father  claims  all  worship,  homage,  and  adora- 
tion to  himself,  because  Jehovah,  because  Creator,  Sustainer^  and 
Preserver  of  all  things ;  and  if  it  appears  afterwards,  that  the 
Son  also  is  Jehovah,  Creator^  Sugtai/ner,  and  Preserver  of  all 
things ;  it  is  manifest  that  the  worship  of  the  Son  comes  within 
the  reason,  intent,  and  letter  of  the  law  about  worship ;  and 
therefore  it  cannot,  by  any  man  of  sense,  be  supposed  to  exclude 
him  from  it.  There  is  no  need  of  any  yteeial  salvo  to  include  a 
person,  whom  parity  of  reason  shews  to  be  included  of  course. 
So  if  it  is  said,  that  the  Father  is  the  only  God  or  Lord,  without 
any  express  caution  or  salvo,  we  might  be  apt  to  think  it  some- 
what strange  to  hear  of  any  other  person  who  is  God  and  Lord 
also:  but  when  we  find  that  this  other  Person  is  so  nearly 
related,  as  a  Son  to  a  Father ;  that  he  and  his  Father  are  one ; 
that  he  who  has  seen  one,  has  therein  seen  the  other  also  ;  that 
he  is  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  and  as  intimate  to  him  as 
thought  to  the  wind ;  that  all  things  which  the  Father  hath  are 
the  Son'^s ;  and  that  what  things  soever  the  Father  doth,  those 
also  doth  the  Son  likewise  :  when  we  find  them  represented  as 
**  one  temple,*"  (Rev,  xxi.  22.)  and  as  having  but  "  one  throne,*" 
(Bet.  xxii.  i.)  and  making  ''  one  light,^  (Bev.  xxi.  23.)  and  that 
he  is  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  him :  when  we  observe  the 
same  titles,  the  same  operations,  the  same  attributes,  the  same 
glory,  &c.  ascribed  to  both  in  holy  Scripture :  when  these  and 
the  like  considerations  have  been  duly  weighed,  must  it  not  look 
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fltrangely  impertinent  to  demand  any  exception,  or  q>ecial  salvoy 
as  often  as  the  Father  is  styled  the  only  Godf  The  Scriptures 
suppose  men  to  have  the  use  of  their  reason,  and  that  therefore 
there  was  no  need  to  make  express  mention  of  the  Son,  whenever 
the  Father  is  declared  to  be  the  mdy  God;  Father  and  Son 
being  so  much  cne^  that  asserting  it  of  either  is  implicitly 
asserting  the  same  of  both^f.     And  hence  it  may  appear, 

2.  That  particular  exceptions  and  cautions  in  this  case  were 
not  only  needless,  but  might  have  been  hurtful.  Had  the  first 
commandment  run  thus ;  Thou  shalt  have  no  other  gods  besides 
me,  except  my  8on^  it  had  been  plainly  making  the  Son  another 
6od^  which  was  not  the  intent  of  Scripture,  nor  suitable  to  the 
truth  and  reason  of  the  thing.  The  union  and  intimacy  between 
Father  and  Son  is  such,  that  they  are  not  ttoo  Gods^  but  one 
God.  This  was  the  idea  which  Scripture  was  to  insinuate  along 
with  the  distinction  of  Persons,  and  which  it  has  every  where 
carefully  kept  up.  What  may  be  thought  an  omission  in  the  case, 
is  really  an  advantage ;  and  the  want  of  an  exception  in  respect 
of  God  the  8on^  or  Holy  Ghost,  is  an  argument  to  us  that  their 
unity  is  too  strict  and  intimate  to  admit  of  it.  A  late  "^writer 
upon  these  words  in  Deuteronomy,  ''  I,  even  I,  am  he,  and  there 
"  is  no  God  with  me,*"  (Deut.  xxxii.  39.)  observes,  that  it  is  not 
said,  except  it  be  in  the  same  essence^  but  absolutely,  there  is  no 
God,  He  might  have  observed  also,  that  it  is  not  said,  except 
it  be  in  suiordination  to  me^  or,  except  such  inferior  gods  as  are  by 
my  appointment;  but  absolutely,  there  is  no  God.  To  answer 
more  directly :  it  is  very  true  that  Scripture  has  not  mentioned 
any  such  exception,  because  it  would  have  been  improper,  not 
to  say  absurd,  to  do  it.  The  design  was  to  teach  us  that  there 
is  no  other  God,  besides  the  God  of  Israel.  Had  he  said  there 
is  no  other  Gt>d,  except  it  be  in  the  same  essence,  it  had  been  the 
same  as  to  say,  there  is  no  other  God,  except  one^  who  is  not 
(mother  God.  But  the  objector  here  supposes  that  two  divine 
Persons  in  the  same  essence  are  ttoo  Gods^  which  is  supposing 

^  £T  Tis  €pa  Xryoi  Qtbv,  dXX'   ov  ovk(ti'    Kara   t6v   Jtrou,    8cc.     Cyril, 

^ixa    Tov    Idiov   y^wrjfiaTos  €vvori<rti  Alex,  contr.  Julian,  lib.  viii.  p.  2^. 
voT€  t6p  nartpa,  oCrt  fiiv  tov  Kara        ^  Atquin  si  nominasset  ilium,  8q>a- 

<l>va-i»  ff  auTov  nooxtofiivov  mmifuf  rasset,  ita  dicens.  Alius  pivter  me 

rof,  t  Koi  cWlv  wtov  avTov.    &<nr€p  non  est,  nisi  Filius  meus.  Alium  enim 

yap  6  €(Va>v  oy^pom-oy,  nayrrj  re  mil  etiam  Filium  fecisset,  quern  de  aliis 

wa»r®y  dMfitfAtfri<renu  Koi  t&v  iv6vT»v  ezcepisset.  Tert.  Prax.  cap.  xviii. 
ohfruMts  airr^,  A  irpo<nr€<l>vK6ra  fup        ^  Modest  Plea,  Sec.  p.  133. 
Mpmrov    oirorcXci,    ovk    Mvra    dc. 
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the  thing  in  question.  The  contrary  appears  from  this  very 
text.  For  let  us  admit  that  it  was  said,  in  the  person  of  the 
Father,  "  I,  even  I,  am  he,  and  there  is  no  God  with  me  :^  it  is 
certain  that  God  the  Son  was  then  tcith  him,  and  that  he  was 
God  before  the  foundation  of  the  world,  John  i.  i.  And  yet 
there  was  no  Gody  that  is,  no  other  God  with  him,  as  appears 
from  this  text :  consequently  the  Son  is  not  another  God,  but 
the  same  God ;  and  therefore  two  divine  Persons  having  the 
same  essence,  (as  we  are  able  to  prove  those  two  to  have,)  are 
not  two  Grods,  but  one  Gt>d. 

I  have  hitherto  been  observing  the  Scripture-manner  of 
Speaking  in  this  article  of  the  unity^  and  have  shewn  how  easy 
it  is  to  account  for  it  upon  Catholic  principles.  I  shall  just  take 
notice  further,  that  the  primitive  writers  of  the  Church  follow 
the  same  style  exactly.  We  shall  frequently  find  them  giving 
the  title  of  one  or  only  God,  to  the  Father^  in  such  a  manner, 
that  if  we  looked  no  further,  we  might  be  apt  to  imagine  that 
they  thought  of  no  other  person^s  being  God  but  the  Father. 
And  yet  perhaps,  within  a  few  pages  or  lines,  we  shall  meet 
witii  as  full  and  st^rong  expressions  of  the  divinity  of  the  Son,  as 
any  are,  or  can  be ;  that  he  is  God,  true  God,  God  of  the  Jews, 
and  the  like.  These  seeming  contrarieties  they  sometimes  leave 
without  any  guard  or  explication,  presuming  that  no  Christian, 
who  had  been  but  tolerably  instructed,  could  mistake  the 
meaning.  At  other  times,  upon  occasion,  they  are  more  parti- 
cular and  explicit,  shewing  how  reconcilable  and  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  each  other,  these  things  are.  They  give  us  to 
understand  that  the  exclusive  terms  affect  not  the  Son  at  all ; 
that  they  are  often  meant  in  opposition  to  idols  only ;  that  at 
the  most  they  exclude  only  other  gods,  and  not  the  Son,  who  is 
the  same  and  ^not  another  God,  nor  indeed  another  Person  in 
such  a  sense  as  separate  divided  persons  are  o^^  persons.  They 
are  distinct  only,  not  separate;  and  therefore,  in  a  qualified 
sense,  the  Son  is  very  sel/ot  the  Father,  as  Irenseus  expresses  it, 
and  as  later  Fathers,  &Wos  iavrb^,  alter  idem,  or  alius  idem,  an- 


"  Igitur  unus  Deus  Pater,  et  aUus  batur,  et  aUms  qui  dicebat.  Nemo  eop' 

absqueeononest:  quod  ipse  infermis,  noscit  Pattern:   sed  unus  et  idem, 

non  RUum  negat,  sed  dUMm  Deum,  omnia  subjiciente  ei  Patre,  et  ab  om- 

Cseterom  alius  a  Patre  Filius  non  est.  nibus  accipiens  testimonium,  quoniaro 

Tert.  contr,  Prax,  cap.  xviii.  p.  510.  vera  homo,  et  vere  Deus.    irm,  p. 

Non  ergo  alius  erat  qui  cognosce-  934, 335. 
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other  sdf,  another  sftme;  distinct  and  yet  not  different,  one 
with  the  Father,  and  undivided  from  him.  From  these  and  the 
like  hints  and  illustrations,  we  easily  understand  what  either  the 
ancient  creeds  or  primitive  Ohurdi-writers  mean  by  styling  the 
Father,  the  ow^,  or  (mly  Ck)d®;  a  title  which  they  sometimes 
apply  to  the  8<m  also,  but  seldom,  and  sparingly.  The  reason 
is  this :  the  Father  is,  as  it  were,  the  top  of  Unity,  the  head 
and  fountain  <^  all :  he  is  first  in  our  conception  of  God,  and 
therefore  whether  we  speak  of  the  almighty  God,  or  the  eternal 
Qodj  or  the  aM-hncwing  God,  (and  the  reason  is  the  same  for 
the  only  God,  unity  being  an  attribute  of  the  Gknihead  like 
cmnipotenee^  eternity^  &c.)  we  primarily  and  principally  mean  the 
JFatAer^  tacitiy  including  the  other  two  Persons. 

This  is  more  decent,  proper,  and  suitable,  tiian  to  have  fixed 
these  names,  titles,  or  attributes  principally  upon  either  of  the 
other  two  Persons,  tacitiy  including  the  Father.  The  nature  of 
language  and  customary  way  of  speaking  required  that  they 
should  be  thus  generally  fixed  upon  one  of  the  Persons,  and  we 
are  directed  to  which  by  the  very  name  of  Father,  denoting 
some  kind  of  priority  of  order ,  such  as  we  cannot  perfectiy 
tmderstand ;  but  a  confuse,  general  perception  of  it,  is  sufficient 
to  all  tiie  purposes  of  faith  or  worship.  In  strictness,  the  one 
Chd  is  the  whole  Trinity:  but  we  must  be  content  to  speak  as 
the  customary  use  of  language  wiU  bear.  Our  ideae  of  person 
are  plainly  taken  from  our  conceptions  of  human  persons,  and 
from  them  transferred  to  other  subjects,  though  they  do  not 
strictiy  answer  in  every  circumstance.  Properly  speaking,  he 
and  him  are  no  more  applicable  to  a  divine  Person,  than  she  or 

o  It  is  worth  observing,  how  little  "  counted  of  in  comparison  of  him," 
stress  the  ancients  laid  upon  the  ex-    is  by  Cyprian  (Test,  lib.  ii.  cap.  6.) 


elusive  terms.  and  by  Lactantius  (Epit.  p.  ii6.)  un- 

Clemens  Alex,  calls  the  Son  the  derstood  of  God  tne  Son :   as  it  is 

only  Judge,  p.  99.  and  onfy  Crod,  p.  sJso  by  the  later  Fathers  in  general. 
84.  Micah  vii.  18.    "  Who  w  a  God 

Origen  calls  the  Son  the  onfy  Lord.  "  like  unto  thee?"  &c.  is  also  by  early 

Contr.  Cels,  p.  389.  writers  understood  of  God  the  Son. 

C3rril  of  Jeiusalem  calls  him  the        So  also  Isa.  xHv.  6.  and  Isa.  xlv. 

only  Kin^,  p.  233.  14,  15.    See  my  Defence,  &c.  voL  i. 

Eusebius  understands,  Psal.  Ixxxvi.  p.  aoi,  8cc. 
10.  "  God  alone,"  &c.  and  Isa.  zUv.        Kowhad  the  onctai/i  acknowledged 

34.  where  it  is  said,  that  "  he  stretch-  an^^  such  force  of  the  exclusive  terms, 

eth  forth  the  heavens  alone,"  of  God  as  is  insisted  on  by  some  modems,  the 

the  Son.  Father  himself  must  have  been  there- 

Baruch  iii.  35.    "  This  is  our  God,  by  excluded  from  being  Judge,  Lord, 


*'  and  there  shall  none  other  be  ac-    King,  or  Ood, 
VOL.  u. 
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her :  but  we  have  no  third  way  of  denoting  a  person;  and  so  of 
the  two,  we  choose  the  best,  and  custom  familiarizes  it  to  us.  In 
like  manner,  when  we  would  speak  of  God,  we  have  but  three 
ways  of  expressing  our  thoughts,  and  none  of  them  without  some 
inconvenience.  To  say  it^  or  that,  meaning  that  thing  or  sub- 
stance^ would  sound  low  and  flat ;  and  it  is  the  way  of  speaking 
which  we  have,  in  a  manner,  appropriated  to  inanimate  or  irra- 
tional beings.  To  say  he,  or  Aim,  ordinarily  P  carries  in  it  the 
idea  of  one  Person  only,  and  is  therefore  inconvenient  on  that 
account,  as  not  taking  in  all  that  we  apprehend  of  the  one  true 
God.  To  say  they^  or  them,  would  appear  as  if  the  Persons  were 
divided  and  separate,  like  other  persons,  and  might  sound  as  if 
the  three  Persons  were  three  gods.  Of  those  three  ways,  the 
best  and  least  oflensive  is  that  which  has  been  generally  taken, 
as  well  in  Scripture,  as  in  ecclesiastical  writings :  which  is  to  say, 
he,  or  him,  speaking  of  Gk>d,  and  meaning  it  of  one  Person,  princi- 
pally, yet  not  excluding y  but  tacitly  comprehending  the  other  two, 
as  partakers  of  the  same  Godhead.  And  since  it  was  thus  necessary 
to  fix  upon  one  Person,  who  should  he  primarily  considered  as  God, 
it  must  of  course  be  the  Father,  who  revealed  his  own  Person  first 
to  the  world,  and  was  known  under  that  character  before  either 
the  Son  or  Holy  Ghost  were  distinctly  and  fully  revealed ;  who 
has  still  the  character  of  Father,  as  Head  and  Fountain  of  aU, 
and  is  generally  first  in  our  conception,  when  we  speak  of  God 
absolutely,  without  particularly  specifying  any  Person  of  the  God- 
head. Yet  I  must  observe  to  you,  that  it  is  far  from  being  cer- 
tain that  the  Father,  or  any  particular  Person,  is  always  meant, 
whenever  the  word  Chd  i^  used  absolutely  in  Scripture.     For, 

P  I  say  ordinarily,  not  constantly :  xii.  2,  3.  ziii.  17.  xviii.  18.  xlviii.  19. 

and  therefore  the  argument  drawn  20.  xlix.  4,  8,  &c.)    Why  then  may 

from  the  personal  characters,  I,  thou,  not  the  hke  expressions  be  used  m* 

thee,  he.  Mm,  applied  to  God,  is  very  God  the  Father,  the  head  and  foun- 

weak  and  inconclusive  against  a  phi-  tain  of  the  other  two  divine  Persons, 

rtUity  of  Persons.    We  often  find  in  which  yet  strictly  are  not  tobe  under- 

Scripture  the  personal  characters  of  stood  of  him  alone,  but  of  him  con- 

thou,  thee,  he,  him,  applied  to  a  whole  sidered  with  his  Son  and  Holy  Spirit, 

family,  tribe,  or  people,  collectively  who  are  infinitely  more  united  to  him, 

considered;   (see  Exod.  xiii.  5,  7,  9,  than  any  earthlv  progeny  is,  or  can 

1 1, 13.  Numb.  xxii.  5, 6.  xxiii.  9.  Deut.  be,  to  their  heaa  ? 
i.  21,  31.  iv.  9,  10.  xi.  15.  xviii.  2.        This  argument  is  a  fortiori,  and 

Josh  xvii.  15.  I  Sam.  xv.  3.)  and  at  there  is  more  than  jvart/y  of  reason  to 

other  times   we  find    some    things  be  pleaded  in  favour  of  this  manner 

applied  to  the  head  of  a  family,  which  of  speaking,  with  relation  to  the  Per- 

belong  not  strictly  to  him  alone,  but  sons  of  the  undivided  Trinity, 
to  him  and  his  whole  seed.  (See  Gen. 
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88  I  before  hinted,  no  good  reason  can  be  given  why  the  word 
God  may  not  be  used  in  a  large  indefinite  sense,  nut  denoting 
any  particular  Person,  just  as  the  word  man  is  often  used  in 
Scripture,  not  denoting  any  particular  man,  but  man  in  general, 
or  man  indefinitely.  (Gen,vi.  3,  7.  viii.  21.  ix.  6.  Deut.  viii.  3. 
I  Sam.  xvi.  7.  Job  iv.  17.  v.  7.  Psal.  Ivi.  11.  Ixxviii.  25. 
xc.  3.  cxviii.  6,  8.  Hos.  xi.  9.  Matt.  iv.  4.  Luke  iv.  4.  xviii.  4. 
1  Thess.  iv.  8.  1  Tim.  ii.  5.  Tit.  iii.  4.)  As  the  word  man 
sometimes  stands  for  the  whole  9pecie$ ;  sometimes  indefinitely 
for  any  individual  of  the  species,  without  determining  which, 
and  sometimes  for  this  or  that  particular  man  :  so,  by  way  of 
Analogy,  or  imperfect  resemblance,  the  word  God  may  some- 
times signify  all  the  divine  Persons ;  sometimes  any  Person  of 
the  three  indefinitely,  without  determining  which  ;  and  some- 
times one  particular  Person,  either  Father,  Son,  or  Holy  Ghost. 
From  what  hath  been  said,  I  am  willing  to  hope  we  may  now 
sufiiciently  understand  in  what  sense,  and  under  what  restrictions, 
the  Father  is  set  forth  in  Scripture  or  antiquity,  as  the  one  or 
only  God.     I  proceed  now, 

II.  To  consider  what  we  may  reasonably  and  fairly  infer  from 
the  Scripture-declarations  of  the  tmiiy.  Of  this  very  briefly ; 
that  I  may  not  trespass  (as  I  fear  I  already  have)  too  long  upon 
your  patience. 

1.  We  may  certainly  infer  from  them,  that  they  absolutely 
exclude  all  rivai  or  antirgods^  set  up  in  opposition  to  God  the 
Father ;  consequently  all  idoUy  and  all  the  gods  of  the  heathen 
nations. 

a.  We  may  further  infer,  that  they  do  as  certainly  exclude  all 
such  gods  as  the  Marcionites,  or  others,  pretended  to  be  besides, 
or  superior  to,  the  Creator  and  God  of  Israel. 

3.  We  may  also  reasonably  infer,  that  they  exclude  all  things 
or  persons  whatsoever,  that  are  separate  from,  or  aUene  to ;  that 
are  not  necessarily  included  in,  and  comprehended  with,  God 
the  Father :  briefly,  they  exclude  all  other  gods ;  consequently 
they  exclude  all  creatwres :  for  since  all  creatures  are  posterior  in 
time,  and  different  in  nature,  they  are  adventitious  and  extraneous ; 
they  are  not  necessarily  included  in  €h>d  the  Father ;  he  was 
without  them,  and  may  be  again,  if  he  pleases :  if  they  are  gods 
b  any  sense,  they  are  other  ^yAs^  not  the  same  god  with  God  the 
Father ;  and  so  stand  excluded  from  having  the  name  or  title 
of  GW,  in  9,ixy  proper  or  religious  sense ;  and  from  receiving  any 
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kind,  part,  or  degree  of  our  reUgums  homage, 'Worship,  or  adora- 
tion. Socinians  and  Arians  have  split  upon  this  absurdity, 
supposing  the  Son  to  be  a  crecOwre  only,  and  yet  receiving  him 
as  God,  another  Ood  besides  the  Father ;  which  is  Polytheism 
and  Gentilism^  condemned  by  Scripture,  and  all  Cathdic  an- 
tiquity. The  Arians,  ancient  and  modem,  have  appeared  so 
sensible  of  it,  that  they  never  durst  openly  profess  it ;  being 
reduced  to  this  hard  and  truly  pitiable  case,  to  receive,  in 
reality,  into  their  ereed,  what  they  are  ashamed  to  express 
in  term$^. 

They  are  used  to  insist  much  upon  the  force  of  the  exchtwoe 
terms,  when  they  have  a  mind  to  exclude  the  Person  of  the 
Son  from  being  me  God  with  the  Father.  But  they  entirely 
forget  that  the  exclusive  terms  have  any  force  at  all,  when  they 
imagine  that  they  do  not  so  much  as  exclude  creatures  from 
being  gods,  but  leave  room  for  other  gods,  for  ttoo  godsy  or  three 
gods^  and  as  many  objects  of  worship.  Thus  they  appear  to 
"  strain  at  a  gnat"'  while  they  can  "  swallow  a  camel  ;*"  and 
use  arguments  against  the  Catholics,  which  recoil  more  strongly 
upon  themselves.  They  are  forced,  in  their  turn',  to  plead  that 
the  exclusive  terms  are  intended  chiefly  in  opposition  to  idols  and 
false-gods ;  and  that  they  do  not  exclude  Christ  from  being  true 
Gody  and  true  object  of  worship :  which  is  unsaying  all  that 
they  had  before  asserted,  and  is  unravelling  their  own  argument, 
so  far  as  concerns  the  bare  necessary  force  of  the  exclusive  terms. 
For  if  they  do  not  exclude  creatures  {strangers  and  o/wwa,  in 
comparison)  from  being  true  gods,  much  less  can  they  be  sup- 
posed necessarily  to  exclude  God*s  own  Son,  of  the  same  nature, 
and  duration,  and  perfections  with  himself,  (if  the  thing  be 
possible,)  from  being  true  God  with  him,  and  one  God  with 
him.     This  then  must  be  argued  from  other  topics,  and  not 

4  Consequene  est,  inquam,  ut  aut  "  creditur  ad  justitiain,  ore  confessio 

non  colatis  Christum,  aut  non  unum  "  fiat  ad  salutem :"   si  ad  justitiam 

Deum  colatis,  sed  duos.    Ad  hoc  tu  putes  pertinere  quod  credis,  cur  hoc 

respondere  conatus,  multum  quidem  ad  sakttem  etiam  ore  non  conjiteris  ? 

locutus  es,  asserens  quod  et  Chris-  Si  autem  duos  Decs  colendos  ad  saJu- 

turn  Deum  colatis :   sed  duos  Deos  a  tern  non  pertinet  confiteri,  sine  dubio 

vobis  coli,  quamvis  aon  negaveris,  nee  ad  jusHHam  pertinet  credere..  "Vid. 

tamen  non  ausus  es  confiteri.    Sen-  Augustin,  contr.  Maxim,  lib.  i.  p.  677, 

sisti  enim,  duos  Deos  esse  colendos,  678. 

Christianas  aures  ferre  non  posse.   O  ^  See  Clarke's  Reply,  p.  50.  69. 


i^uam  de  proximo  te  corngeres,  si    Vid.  et  Crell.  de  uno  Deo  Patre,  sect, 
tuneres  credere  quod  dicere  timuisti !    i.  cap.  i. 
cum  enim  damet  Apostolus,  '*  corde 
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from  any  supposed  necessary  force  of  the  ecodutive  terms. 
To  conclude,  we  may  observe  that  Scripture  and  antiquity  often 
tell  us  of  God  and  God,  but  never  of  ttoo  Oods ;  Greater  and 
Creator,  but  never  ttoo  Creators ;  Saviour  and  Saviour,  but  never 
two  Saviours ;  Lord  and  Lord,  but  never  two  Lords ;  Judge  and 
Judge,  but  never  ttoo  Judges ;  King  and  King,  but  never  t^Do 
Kings.  These  things  are  easily  accounted  for  upon  Catholic 
principles;  Father  and  Son  are  one  Oreatcr^  one  Saviour ^  one 
Lord^  one  Judge^  one  King,  and  one  God,  because  their  operations, 
attributes,  powers^  and  perfections  (and  consequently  the  sub- 
stance of  both)  are  one.  ^'  To  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost, 
^^  all  honour  and  glory  be  now  and  for  ever.^  Amen. 
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the  Father: 
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EQUALITY    OF    CHRIST 

WITH  THE  FATHER. 


The  fifth  Sermon  preached  January  6, 1 7^ 


Phel.  li.  5 — II. 


Let  this  mind  he  in  yoUy  which  vxxs  dho  in  Christ  Jems :  who^  heing 
in  the  farm  of  God^  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be  equal  with  Ood : 
but  made  himself  of  no  reputation^  a/nd  took  upon  him  the  form  of 
a  servant^  and  teas  made  in  the  likeness  of  men :  andbeing found 
in  fashion  as  a  man,  he  humMed  himself  and  became  obedient 
unto  deathy  eoen  the  death  of  the  cross.  Wherefore  Ood  also  hath 
highly  exalted  him^  and  given  him  a  name  which  is  above  every 
name :  that  at  the  name  of  Jesus  every  knee  should  bow^  of  things 
in  heaven,  and  things  in  earthy  and  things  v/nder  the  earth ;  and 
thai  every  tongue  should  confess  that  Jesm  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the 
glory  of  God  the  Father. 

X  HEBE  have  been  great  disputes  between  the  Catholics  and 
Arians  about  this  passage ;  both  sides  claiming  it  as  their  own, 
and  as  directly  favouring  their  respective  principles.  They  have 
neither  of  them  been  content  to  be  on  the  defensive  only,  in 
respect  of  this,  as  in  several  other  texts ;  but,  interpreting  the 
words  differently^  and  taking  them  under  contrary  views^  they 
urge  them  against  each  other^  and  appeal  to  them  as  decisive 
both  ways,  according  to  their  respective  tenets  and  persuasions. 
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My  design  is  to  inquire  carefully  into  the  meaning  of  so  remark- 
able a  passage,  and  to  fix  it,  where  it  ought  to  lie,  on  the 
Catholic  side.  It  will  be  proper  to  take  along  with  us  the  scope 
and  intent  of  the  Apostle  in  it,  as  a  sure  mark  to  direct  us  to 
the  true  and  genuine  sense  of  it.  The  two  verses  immediately 
preceding  those  of  the  text  run  thus :  ^'  Let  nothing  be  done 
'*  through  strife  or  yain-glory  ;  but  in  lowliness  of  mind  let  each 
^^  esteem  other  better  tiian  themselyes.  Look  not  every  man 
**  on  his  own  things,  but  every  man  also  on  the  things  of  others.'*^ 
Then  follows ;  '^  Let  this  mind  be  in  you,  which  was  also  in 
"  Christ  Jesus,"'  &c.  The  Apostle  proposes  Christ  as  a  perfect 
pattern  and  example  of  the  virtue  or  virtues^which  he  had  been 
recommending.  And  what  were  they !  HumiUty,  modesty,  phi- 
lanthropy, in  opposition  to  vain-glory,  ostentation,  and  self- 
seeking.  He  exhorts  the  Philippians  to  good-nature  and  ten- 
derness, to  wave  all  Uttle  niceties  and  punctilios  of  ceremony, 
and  to  be  willing  to  sacrifice  their  reputation  or  honour,  upon 
occasion,  to  the  glory  of  God  and  the  good  of  others.  Thus  far 
by  way  of  prdiminary.  Now  let  us  proceed  to  the  instance 
given,  as  a  powerful  motive  to  incite  them  to  put  on  that  happy 
temper  of  mind.  It  is  the  example  of  Christ  Jesus :  ^'  Who 
'*  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be  equal 
^^  with  God :  but  made  himself  of  no  reputation,  and  took  upon 
"  him  the  form  of  a  servant,^  and  so  on.  Here,  every  word 
almost  will  require  a  minute  and  particular  discussion.  We  must 
therefore  be  content  to  advance  slowly,  that  we  may  clear  our 
way  as  we  go,  and  at  length  sum  up  the  whole  in  a  short  para- 
phrase, concluding  with  a  few  brief  observations  upon  it.  And 
this  is  all  the  order,  or  method,  that  I  propose  to  observe  in  my 
following  discourse. 

I  begin  with  the  words,  "  Who  being  in  the  form  of  God,*" 
iv  fjLop<l>7j  0€ov.  We  do  not  meet  with  this  phrase  elsewhere  in 
Scripture.  But  there  are  two  passages,  one  in  the  Epistle  to 
the  Colossians,  the  other  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  which 
are  near  akin  to  it,  and  may  help  to  direct  us  to  the  true  sense 
of  it.  Our  blessed  Lord  is  by  our  Apostle  styled  the  "  image  of 
"  the  invisible  (Jod,""  (Coloss.  i.  15.)  There  is  not  much  differ- 
ence between  e{Ka>i'  and  /xo/x^^,  betwixt  image  and  /arm :  and 
therefore,  probably,  the  Apostle  might  intend  the  same  thing  by 
being  "  in  the  form  of  God,*"  and  being  "  the  image  of  the  in- 
^^  visible  God.^     Now,  as  to  the  meaning  of  Christ's  being  the 
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^'  image  of  the  invisible  God,'"  it  is  well  explained  by  the  words 
immediately  there  following :  vp(ar6TOKos  ircunis  KrCa-^ms :  **  bom 
"  (or  begotten)  before  every  creature C  that  is,  as  he  was  "Son 
"  of  GkKi,''  before  the  creation  of  the  world.  Thus  was  be  the 
"  image  of  God,"  bearing  his  figure  and  resemblance,  as  truly, 
fully,  and  perfectly,  as  a  ^^son  of  man^  has  all  the  features, 
"  lineaments,  and  perfections  belonging  to  the  nature  of  man.^ 
And  thus  antiquity  ^has  constantly  und^stood  Christ  to  be  the 
"  image  of  God,""  as  he  is  God's  San.  In  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  chap.  i.  we  find  our  blessed  Lord  described  under  the 
diaracter  of  Son  of  Gkkl,  and  "  heir  of  all  things,  by  whom  God 
"  made  the  worlds,^  ver.  2.  And  immediately  after,  he  is  said 
to  be  the  iTravyaafxa,  the  shininff  forth  of  his  Father'^s  fflory^  and 
the  "  express  image  of  his  person,""  as  we  reader  it ;  or,  as  others 
think  the  more  probable  construction  to  be,  q/*  Am  mbstano^K 
Xhia  i3  a  furtheir  confirmation,  that  those,  expressions  of  imoffe 
or  form  of  God  relate  to  Christ's  sonAip  oxfiUatumy  whereby  he 
is,  as  it  were,  the  exact  copy  or  resemblance  of  God  the  Father, 
in  respect  of  Ins  divine  nature,  being  as  truly  Chd  of  Gody  in 
that  capacity,  as  he  is  nkm  of  man  in  another.  Thus,  as  before 
said,  the  Ante-Nicene  as  well  as  Post-Nicene  writers  understood 
the  phrases  of  Christ's  being  the  image  of  Gody  and  esxpress  image 
of  his  hypostasis :  and  not  only  so,  but  the  very  words  of  the  text, 
his  being  "  in  the  form  of  God,"  were  by  them  <^bdieved  to  sig- 


*  In  effigie  et  imaffii^e,  qua  Filius 
Patris,  vere  Dei  praemcatus  est.  Ter- 
ttUL  oontr.  Marc,  lib.  v.  cap.  so.  p. 
486.  ^ 

El  €OTiP  €Ikoi>p  rov  B€ov  Tov  dopdrov, 
dSparos  c^icwv — rrjs  oKarovoiiacrrov,  Koi 
a<f}3€yicnjv  vTrooTaa-aas  rov  narphs 
tiiwv,  6  x^oLpoKTrip,  \6yosy  &c.  Origen, 
apud  Athan,  torn.  i.  p.  333. 

T^v  warpiKTiP  iftx^tptuiv  cucpi^s 
TTc'c^uice  a^tw  6  vlbs  rov  irarphs,  t^p 
Kara  iravra  Spoidrrfra  avrov  tK  (fwa-ftos 
drrofUi(afA€VO£,  Kal  afrapaWaicTos  €Ik^p 
TOV  Trarobs  rvyxdvo^p,  kcu  rov  irpwro' 
TVTTov  (KTviros  x^P^"^P'  Alcxond. 
Theod,  E,  H,  lib.  i.  cap.  4.  p.  15. 

As  to  Post-Nicene  writers,  see 
Petavius,  who  has  collected  their  tes- 
timonies, and  who  ffives  his  judgment 
of  all  in  these  words  : 

Porro  ex  vi  et  nativa  conditione 
productionis  suae  hoc  imaginem  ha- 
bere^ ut  auotorem  repnesentet :  adeo- 


que  Verbum  fU^po^  et  imagiDem  ideo 
nominari,  quoniam  ita  procedit  a  Pa- 
tre,  ut  eum  necessario  exprimat,  anti- 
qui  onmes  Theologi  demonstrant ;  qui 
imaginem  dici  Verbum  Dei  asserunt, 
quatenus  a  Patre  gignitur,  Petav, 
ae  Trin.  lib.  vL  cui^  5*  P*  jp^- 

^  Vide  Petav.  de  Trin.  lib,  vi.  cap. 
6.  pfer  totum. 

Tijs  B€ta£  dnnrms  amtvyaa'pa  Koi 
Xapwcnip.  Ortgen.  contr.  Ceh.  p.  34J. 

Compare  the  parallel  expressions  in 
the  {qK)cryphal  book  of  Wisdom. 

'Arpls  rijs  rov  &(ov  bvpapt€»s'  oircSp- 
poLa  rrjs  rov  waproKparopos  d6(ffs  tiki' 
Kpipffs'  *A.'rravya<rfJM  (fnorhs  aidiov'  ?(ro- 
wrpop  aJKrjKi^wrov  r^f  rov  Ocov  cW/syctar* 
ccico)!/  rris  aya36rfjros  avrov.  Cap.  vii. 
ver.  35,  26. 

^  iEque  non  erit  Deus  Christus 
vere,  si  nee  homo  vere  fuit  fn  ^figie 
hominis  constitutus — quod  si  in  cSngie 
et  imagine,  qua  FUius  PatriSp  vere 
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idfy  his  being  GW,  or  OodofGody  or SanofOod;  all amountiDg 
to  the  same  thing.  This  construction  agrees  also  perfectly  weU 
with  the  context,  whic^  no  other  does.  For  the  {Jurase  otyuop^i^v 
do^Aov  KapiiVy  '^taking  upon  him  the  form  of  a  servant^^  is 
plainly  meant  of  his  taking  upon  him  hwnan  naiwrey  becoming 
thereby  a  servant  of  God  in  that  capacity.  The  Apostle  himself 
interprets  the  "  form  of  a  servant''  by  the  words  inmiediately 
following,  iv  oiijoui^ufn  ivOpf^i^v  y^jH^i^vos,  that  is,  being  mcuie  in 
the  liiene$9o/man  ;  which  is  the  same  with  being  r^a% and  trvly 
man :  being  in  the  farm  ofmom^  as  Son  of  man,  in  like  manner 
as  he  was  before  said  to  have  been  in  the/brf»  <^  God,  as  Son  of 
God.  The  ^ancients  have  constantly  interpreted  the  ^'  form  of 
'^  a  servant"'  in  the  sense  which  I  have  mentioned.  Human 
nature  was  that  ^<  form  of  a  servant  which  our  Lord  assumed, 
and  he  became  a  servant  by  becoming  man.  The  construction 
then  now  given  of  the  words,  iv  tMoptfm  0€av,  being  agreeable  to 
the  context,  as  well  as  to  the  literal  grammatical  sigmfieation  of 
the  words ;  and  being  besides  countenanced  by  parallel  places 
of  Scripture,  and  received  by  the  ancients  in  general,  it  is  cer- 
tainly preferable  to  any  oth^ ;  and  we  need  not  look  out  (urther 
for  a  meaning,  when  we  have  so  great  reason  to  believe  that 
this  is  the  true  and  the  only  true  one  that  cwn  be  assigned.  Yet 
I  must  not  conceal  from  you,  that  there  is  another  interpretation, 
which  has  been  taken  up  of  late,  and  much  contended  for  by 
some  of  the  Arian  persuasion.  I  must  obsetve  to  you,  in  the 
way  of  preliminary,  tiiat  all  the  appearances  of  God,  under  the 
Old  Testament,  were  supposed  by  the  ancients  to  have  been  in 
and  by  God  the  Son.     It  was  he  that  called  himself  God  of 

Dei  praedicatus  est^  etiam  in  effigie  et  Patre  Deum  esse  meminisset,  mm- 

imagine  hominis,  qua  FUiua  hommis,  quam,  &c.  Novat.  de  Trm,  c  17. 
verehomineminventum.Ter/u/.cofitr.        Ipse  a  Patre  exaltatos  sit,  quia  se 

Marc.  lib.  v.  cap.  ao.  p.  486.  in  terns  Sermo  et  Virtus,  et  Sap 


*0  fwporytpffg  rov  OcoO  X6yog,  Bths  Dei  Patris  humiliavit.    Cypr.  ae  Uni-^ 

vfrapx^v  €K   Ofov,   K€K€vmK(v   iaur6p,  W.  £cc/.  p.  II 8.  ed.  Ox. 

&c.  HippolytuSy  vol.  ii.  p.  39.  Fabric.  The    sentiments    of    Post-Nicene 

ed.  Fathers  are  well  known,  and  need  not 

Q^hs  fUv  Kevwras  4avT6p  air6  rov  be  mentioned. 

tliMuJa-a  e(£.     Cone,  ArUioch.  Labb,  ^  Herm.  Pastor.  Simil.  v.  cap.  a. 

voL  i.  ^.  848.  Clem.  Alexandr.  p.  351.    Oiigen.  in 

'H  d€  fiofxf>fi  rov  ecov,  Koi  6  \6y09  Joh.  p.  34*    Hippolyt.  voL  ii.  p.  2,  j, 

fUT  avrov  B€6g,  kcu  vl6s  6€ov.  Dionys,  39.  Novat.  cap.  17.  Euseb.  in  rsalm. 

Alex,  contr,  Paul,  Samosat,  p.  853.  p.  616.     Hilar,  in  PSalm.  p.  335.  ed. 

Labb.  Bened*    Athanas.  Orat.  i.  p.  447.  ed. 

Quamvis  esset  in  forma  Dei,  non  Bened.    Cyril.  Hierosol.  p.  333.  ed. 

est  rapinam  arlMtratus  sBqualem  se  Ox. 
Deo  esse.    Quamvia  enim  m  ev  Deo 
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Abraham,  Isaao,  and  Jacob,  and  all  along  headed  and  conducted 
the  people  of  the  Jews.  This  notion,  so  far,  is  just,  and  the  fact 
true,  and  it  is  of  very  good  use  against  the  Socinians  especially ; 
and,  I  may  add^  against  the  Arians  also,  when  rightly  under- 
stood. But  some  amongst  us,  mistaking  this  matter,  have  been 
pleased  to  speak  of  those  appearances,  or  transactions,  of  the 
Son  of  God,  as  being  little  more  than  what  any  cmgd  or  arch- 
angel might  have  been  capable  of  sustaining.  They  call  it 
personaiing  Qod,  acting  in  his  name,  and  speaking  his  words. 
And  thus  they  understand  that  our  Lord  was,  before  his 
incarnation,  ^i;  iiop<f>fi  ©eov,  "  in  the  form  of  God,*"  being  God's 
legate^  vicegerent^  or  representcUive.  But  against  ^  this  there 
lie  these  following  objections : 

I.  That  this  construction  of  iv  lijop^  @€w  is  perfectly 
precarious.  They  cannot  name  any  ancient  Catholic  writer  that 
ever  so  understood  it,  nor  bring  any  parallel  text  of  Scripture  to 
countenance  it. 

%,  In  the  next  place,  the  very  supposition  itself  of  Ohrist^s 
personaiting  God,  in  any  such  low  sense,  is  a  mere  fancy  and 
fiction,  unsupported  by  Scripture  or  Catholic  antiquity.  The 
primitive  writers  who  speak  of  it  understood  that  our  blessed 
Lord  did  not  barely  personate  God,  but  was  himself  really 
God,  and  spoke  in  his  onm  name,  as  well  as  the  Father'' s ; 
being  himself  Lord  and  God,  &c.  as  coetemal  and  coessential 
Son  of  the  Father*.  So  that  this  interpretation  of  "form 
"  of  God,''  so  far  as  there  is  any  thing  of  truth  in  it,  will 
at  length  resolve  into  the  very  same  which  I  have  before 
given. 

3.  Admitting  (but  not  granting)  that  God  the  Son  personated 
the  Father  in  any  such  low  sense  as  is  pretended,  (though  our 
adversaries  cannot  shew  that  he  ever  said,  /  am  God  the 
Father,  as  he  might  have  said  upon  their  hypothesis,  which 
is  worth  observing,)  yet  that  cannot  be  the  meaning  of  kv  ^Mptpfj 
0€ov  in  the  text ;  for  this  plain  reason :  because  St.  Paul  going 
about  to  magnify  the  great  condescension  of  God  the  Son,  from 
the  highest  pinnacle  of  glory  (if  I  may  so  speak)  to  the  lowest 
instance  of  contempt  and  ignominy,  would  certainly  begin  with 
the  mention  of  what  he  was  in  his  highest  capacity.  Now  his 
personating  the  Father  is  nothing  so  honourable  a  circumstance, 

«  See  my  Defence,  &c.  vol.  i.  Query  a.  p.  295,  &c. 
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as  what  St.  John  speaks  of  in  the  first  chapter  of  his  Gospel,  or 
what  St.  Paul  himself  has  observed,  (Coloss.  i.  15,  16.)  His 
being  God  from  the  beginning,  and  maker  of  the  worlds  are 
of  much  higher  import  than  personatinff  God,  which  any  angel 
might  do,  in  such  a  low  sense  as  is  here  pretended.  If  then  the 
ApostWs  argument  did  require  that  he  should  begin  with  the 
highest  instance  of  perfection  belonging  to  the  Son,  and  if  there 
be  really  a  higher  than  is  contained  in  this  circumstance  of  person- 
atinff  God,  (supposing  it  any  thing  more  than  a  fiction,)  it  is  a 
demonstration  that  St.  Paul  did  not  intend  iv  iMpiprj  Geov  (^'  in 
^  the  form  of  God*")  in  any  such  low  sense,  as  would  only  lessen 
the  miracle  of  Christ's  condescension,  and  weaken  the  force 
of  the  Apostle^s  argument.  So  much  for  this.  Having  settled 
the  meaning  of  the  phrase,  iv  iiofxpfj  Ocov,  signifying  as  much  as 
God  of  Gody  or  essentially  divine^  we  may  next  proceed  to 
the  following  words :  "  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be  equal  with 
"  God.'* 

The  phrase,,  ovx  hpitayyubv  ^yqcaTo,  occurs  not  any  where  else 
in  Scripture,  nor,  so  far  as  I  can  find,  in  any  profane  writer ; 
(for  there  is  a  difference  between  ipitayiM,  and  hfmayiiis*  i) 
so  that  all  the  light  we  can  have  into  it  must  be  from  the 
grammatical  meaning  of  the  word,  and  from  ancient  versions, 
and  from  ecclesiastical  vmters,  and  the  context.  Our  trans-* 
lators  have  rendered  the  words  literally^  and  indeed  very  justly. 
It  will  not  however  be  amiss  to  inquire  what  may  be  fairly 
pleaded  for  their  interpretation.  "Thought  it  not  robbery  to 
"  be  equal  with  God.*"  The  ancientest  versions  of  the  New 
Testament  favour  this  rendering ;  the  Greek  and  Latin  Fathers, 
from  the  fourth  century  downwards,  do  as  plainly  countenance 
it.  Nay,  TertuUian^,  of  the  second  or  third  century,  seems  to 
have  understood  it  in  the  same  sense.  The  words  will,  in  strict 
propriety^  bear  it;  and  not  only  so,  but  more  naturally  and 
properly  than  any  other.  Let  us  then  put  the  sense  together, 
and  see  how  it  will  stand.  "  Who  being  Son  of  God,  and 
(^  therefore  essentially  God,  thought  it  not  robbery^  that  is,  knew 
"  that  he  did  not  wrongfully  or  unreasonably  assume  to  he  egual 

'  Vid.  Wooton.  Prafet.  ad  Clem.        Deua  erat  Sermo Hie  certe  est 

Rom.  p.  187.  qui  in  effiffie  Dei  constitutus,  non 

^  Sermo  enim  Deus,  (jui  in  effigie  rapinam  existimavit  esse  se  sequalem 

Dei  constitutus,  non  rapmam  existi-  Deo.  Ibid.  p.  504. 
mavit  pariari  Deo.    TeriuU,  p.  339. 
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"  tcith  Ood:  but,  notwithgUvfwIipg,  was  pleased  to  mate  himself 
^'  o/na  repvitation^  &c.  The  Apostle  having  before  told  us  that 
the  Son  was  really  God  (which  I  have  shewn  to  be  the  meaning 
of  ^^  being  in  the  form  of  God'")  might  very  justly  add,  that  he 
was  '^  equal  with  God;^  which  is  only  explanatory  of  what 
he  had  said,  and  more  emphatically  expressii^  the  dignity 
and  majesty  of  that  Person,  whose  condescension  he  was  going 
to  illustrate.  The  phrase,  ctt/at  lara  0e<p,  admits  of  no  construc- 
tion so  naturally  as  this,  '^  to  be  equal  with  God^.^  The  force 
of  it  lies  in  the  word  cTi^ot.  For,  whatever  instances  may  be 
brou^t  of  the  use  of  the  word  Zo-o,  it  can  never  be  shewn  that 
€lvai  To-a  signifies  any  thing  so  naturally  as  to  be  equal  to^  or  equal 
with.  What  confirms  this  construction  is,  that  the  ancients 
^frequently  infer  the  equality  of  the  Son  with  the  Father,  from 
his  being  the  "  Son  of  God,''  c»  the  "  image  of  Gtod ;''  either  of 
which  comes  to  the  same  sense  with  St.  Paul's  ^^  form  of  God." 
And  why  might  not  St.  Paul  make  the  same  just  inferenoe  from 
the  same  premises,  since  it  flows  so  naturally  from  them,  and 
was  very  pertinent  to  the  argument  <m  ivdiich  he  was  treating! 
The  most  considerable  objecticm  against  it  is  from  the  particle 
dAAa,  fcJlowing  after;  which  some  think  should  rather  have 
been  oAA'  6imk,  or  the  like.  But  this  piece  of  criticism  is  easily 
got  over :  it  is  frequent  ^for  the  sacred  writers  to  have  the  word 
dkKh  instead  of  aXX'  iffM?^  signifying  hawheit,  or  neverthelesi :  and 
so  indeed  our  translators  should  have  rendered  it  here, 
agreeably  to  their  rendering  of  the  words  preceding*  I  shall 
give  two  or  three  instances  out  of  St.  PauTs  own  writings. 
I  Cor.  ix.  12.  *^  If  others  be  partakers  of  this  pow^  over  you, 
^^  are  not  we  rather!  Nevertheless"  (dXXh  in  the  Greek)  ^^we 
'^  have  not  used  this  power."  So  again.  Bom.  v.  13,  14.  ^^  Sin 
'^  is  not  imputed  when  there  is  no  law :  nevertheless"  (iXXh 

^  See  Pearson  on  the  Greedy  Art.  thcdpa  rov  naTp6s*  ov  yap  oUp  t   ^v 

II.  p.  123.  fhai  avfifitrpov  (ur    otnws  Svofiidtrm^ 

^  £t  b^ie  qm  dixit  ipsom  immen-  xal  ncikfip  tlxApa  rmi  aDa6rou  Q€cvy  yi^ 

sum  Patrem  in  FUio  mensuratum :  «calrovficye^fffropurra(rayr^c&a$Mi. 

mensura  enim  Patris  Filius,  quoniam  Orig,  contr.  Cels.  p.  323. 
et  d^it  eum.  •>»».  lib.  iv.  cap.  4.        ^  Gen  xL  i§.  2  Chron.  zzz.  11. 

p<  231.^  Isa.  xliz.  15.    Matth.  xxiv.  6.    Mu-k 

*0  OfMs  \6yos,  6  <f)ap€p6raTos  Hvrc^g  ix.  13,  22.  x.  43.  xiii.  7,  20,  24.  xiv. 

Bthf,  6  T^  A«nr6Trf  rmp  tkup  i^w-  ^  36.  Luke  xvL  30.  xxi.  9.  Joh.  xi. 

B^is'  in  fjv  v\6s  avTov,  Koi  ^  Xffvor  ^p  11,  16.  xvi.  7.    Acts  vii.  47.    2  Cot. 

er  n^  ecf .  Clem,  AUm,  p.  86.  eoL  Ox.  v.  16.  vii.  o.  xii.  i6.  CokMS.  ii.  5. 

^hf\  €Ikci>p  aMs  Tvyxoamtf  rov  aop6>^  2  Hm.  i.  12.   9  Pet  iiL  14.   i  Tim.  L 

rov  Bfov^  Koi  hf  r^  yytyiBti  a^  rf^  16.   Rev.  iL  4, 6, 
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again)  ^  death  reigned  from  Adam  to  Moses.*"  There  is 
therefore  no  sufficient  growid  for  laying  aside  this  construction 
on  account  of  the  particle  ;  which  may,  and  often  does,  signify 
the  same  as  nevertheless^  howheit^  notwithstanding,  &c.  Thus  far 
I  have  been  pleading  for  that  sense  of  the  words  which  appears 
in  our  English  version.  The  sum  of  the  plea  is,  that  it  is 
literal  and  grammaiical ;  agrees  with  the  oldest  versions;  is 
countenanced  by  Tertullian  in  the  beginning  of  the  third  century, 
and  by  the  Catholic  Fathers  in  general  *  after  the  Nicene 
Council;  is  very  pertinent  to  the  Apostle^s  argument,  and 
there  is  no  objection  of  weight  from  the  context  against  it. 
If  this  construction  be  admitted,  the  Apostle^s  reasoning, 
so  far,  win  run  thus :  "  Who  being  essentially  God,  as  Son  of 
"  God,  knew  that  he  was  rightfully  and  naturally  equal  with 
"  €k)d,  and  could  not  be  said  to  usurp  or  arrogate  in  respect  to 
"  what  was  his  own.  Nevertheless  he  made  himself  of  no 
^^  reputation,  appearing  and  acting  much  below  his  dignity, 
^'  taking  upon  him  human  nature,  &c.^  It  must  be  owned  that 
some  of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  interpreted  the  words  diflfep- 
ently.  Origen",  understanding  the  whole  passage,  as  it  seems, 
of  the  man  Christ  JesuSy  (whose  soul  he  supposed  to  have 
preexisted,)  interprets  the  phrase,  oi7x  hpTtayyuiiv  ffffffraro^  &c. 
did  not  asiwrne,  or  co^  to  be  honoured  as  God.  And  this 
construction  he  was  led  into  from  this  consideration,  that  the 
Aoyos,  or  divine  nature  of  Christ,  could  not  be  capable  of  any 
proper  exaltation.  Novatian"  understands  the  passage  of  the 
Aoyo9,  or  cUvine  nature,  and  makes  the  sense  to  be,  that  Christ 
did  not  pretend  to  an  absolute  equality  with  God  the  Father, 
considering  himself  as  second  only,  or  as  Son  of  the  Father. 
The  churches  of  Lyons  and   Vienne    (in  a   letter    recorded 

^  I  may  give  one  or  two  for  a  sped-  Manens  enim  in  forma  Dei,  non  vi 

men«  aliqua  sibi  ac  rapina,  id  quod  erat. 

Quid  est  "non  rapinam  arbitratus  pnesumendum  existimavit,  scilicet  ut 

est  esse  sesequakm  Deo  ?"  Non  usur-  Deo  esset  aequalis.    Erat  enim  in  Dei 

pttvit  sequalitatem  Dei,  sed  erat  in  ilia  forma,  nihilque  ei  ex  ejus  gloria  deerat, 

in  qua  natus  erat.  August.  Tract,  in  in  cujus  forma  manebat ;  sed  formam 

Joh.  17.  servi  sui  per  bumilitatem  accepit,  &c. 

Non  quasi  rapinam  babebatsBquali-  HUar.  in  Psalm,  p.  335.  ed.  Bened. 

tatem  cum  Patre,  quam  in  substantia  ^  Oriffen.  in  Joh.  p.  34,  413.    He 

sui,  tanquam  Deus  et  Dominus  possi-  seems  to  be  of  the  same  opinion  in  his 

debat   kmbros.  de  Fid.  lib.  ii.  c.  8.  book  against  Celsus.  See  p.  167,  168, 

Non  alienum  arbitratus  est,  esse  173. 

~  natus  eat.  Aug.  contr.  Max.  p.  ^  Novatian.  de  Trin.  c.  17. 
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by  Eusebiufi^)  seem  to  understand  it  thus,  that  our  Lord  did  not 
assume  to  himself,  as  he  justly  might  have  done,  to  be  honoured 
as  God,  but  waved  his  privilege,  and  declined  all  ostentation  of 
his  glory,  for  a  pattern  to,  and  for  the  good  of  others.  The 
three  interpretations  now  mentioned  are  different  from  each 
other,  and  all  of  them  reconcilable  with  Catholic  principles. 
Origen'^s,  though  singular,  is  very  safe,  for  one  that  would  be 
only  upon  the  de/ermvey  in  respect  of  this  text,  against  the 
Arians.  Novatian'^s  may  serve  either  way ;  because,  while 
he  denies  only  such  an  equaUty  as  no  Catholic  contends  for, 
he  asserts  the  true  equality  of  nature  between  Father  and  SonP. 
The  third  interpretation  is  too  loose  and  general  to  make 
any  thing  of  on  either  side :  only  this  is  observable  of  them  all, 
that  they  construe  the  words  ovx  tipitayyubv  ff/riaaTo  &c.  not  as  a 
part  of  the  preceding  character  of  ChrisCs  greatness,  but  as  part 
of  the  consequent  account  of  his  humiliationy  so  far  contrary  to  the 
interpretation  which  I  have  before  been  pleading  for.  You 
may  have  observed,  from  what  has  been  already  hinted,  that, 
taking  the  words  as  a  part  of  the  consequent  accou>nt  of  Chrisfs 
humUicUion^  they  are  still  capable  of  a  very  good  meaning, 
and  no  way  favourable,  but  contradictory,  to  the  Arian  hypo- 
thesis.    For  let  the  sense  of  the  passage  appear  as  follows : 

^'  Who  being  essentially  God,  (and  consequently  having  a 
"  rightfiil  claim  to  be  honoured  equally  with  Qody)  yet  did  not 
"  covet  or  desire  to  be  so  honoured,  did  not  insist  upon  his 
"  right  5  but,  for  the  greater  glory  of  God,  and  for  the  good  of 
^^  others,  chose  rather  (in  the  particular  instance  of  his  incama- 
^^  tion)  to  wave  his  pretensions,  and,  in  appearance,  to  recede 
*^  from  them.*^  This  way  of  paraphrasing  the  words  takes  off 
the  objection  about  the  particle  iXkh,  and  answers  to  that  sense 


o  Euseb.  E.  Hist.  lib.  v.  cap.  3.  Arian.  Bibl.  Pair.  torn.  iv.  p.  304. 

P  Phoebadius  of  the  fourth  century,        Cyril  also  of  Alexandria  seems,  in 

a  zealous  defender  of  the  Cathohc  one  place,  to  have  understood  the 

doctrine  a£[ainst  the  Arians,  yet  scru-  words  o^  aprrayfibp  ^yriavro,  as  part 

pies  not  to  mterpret  this  text  nearly  in  of  the  consequent  account  of  Christ's 

the  same  way  with  Novatian.  humiliation. 

Hie  Sermo,  cum  in  forma  Dei  esset,        *0  fUp  yhp  r&v  Sk<op   a-wifp  Kal 

sapientia  et  ratione,  et  spiritus  ratione,  Kvpios,  Kairoi  yutrhv  avry  rb  €v  popfbfj 

et  spiritus  virtute  constructus,  hoc  icaX  lo'&njTi  rjj  jcar^  n-ov  6tiovp  Spaaiai 

est,  totam  vim  Dei  possidens,  non  se  np6g  r6v  irarepa,  Kal  rots  rfjs  Ot&rnros 

Deo  Patri  adaqtuwit,  sedformam  servi  ivafipmo^ai  Bacois,  ovx  aprrayfibp  tiyti" 

accipiens  httmUiamt  se  usque  ad  mor-  aaro  t6  fhcu  Ja-a  ec^,  aXX*  iavr^v, 

tern,     Induerat  enim  quod  servire,  &c.   CyrU,  Alee,  contr.  Jul.  lib.  vi. 

quod  mori  possit.     Phabad,  contr.  p.  195. 
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of  the  phrase,  cvx  &fyjrayiibv  fjyi/iaaTo^  which  Origen^  Novatian, 
and  the  churches  of  Lyons,  &c.  took  it  in ;  and  withal  secures 
the  main  point  which  we  insist  on  from  this  text,  namely,  the 
eqttaUtyf  the  essential  equality  of  the  Son  to  the  Father.  In  fine^ 
either  sense  of  the  phrase^  ovx  hfmayyJbv  rfyriiTaroy  will  suit  very 
well  with  Catholic  principles ;  but  it  is  the  latter  only  that  can 
be  any  way  drawn  to  favour  the  Arians :  which  indeed  is  the 
true  reason  why  they  contend  so  much  for  it.  As  to  the  two 
interpretations  which  I  have  given,  the  first,  agreeing  with  our 
English  version,  seems  to  me  preferable.  It  has  been,  in  a 
manner,  the  standing  interpretation  for  1300  years.  It  has 
given  indeed  great  uneasiness  to  the  Arians;  but  they  were 
never  yet  able,  nor  ever  will  be,  to  confute  it.  I  pass  on  to  the 
next  words.  ^'  But  made  himself  of  no  reputation,  and  took 
*^  upon  him  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  was  made  in  the  likeness 
"  of  men.*"  Which  words  should  have  been  turned  thus :  Never- 
theless he  emptied  himself  ^  taking  the  form  of  a  servant^  being  made 
in  the  liieness  of  men.  This  rendering  is  not  only  more  exact 
and  conformable  to  the  original^  but  also  more  suitable  to  the 
rendering  of  the  words  preceding.  When  our  Lord  is  said  to 
have  "  made  himself  of  no  reputation,*"  or  to  have  emptied  him- 
self  which  signifies  much  the  same,  we  are  not  to  suppose  that 
he  4  lost  any  thing  which  he  had  before ;  or  that  he  ceased  to  be 
in  ihefarm  of  God^  by  taking  on  him  the  form  of  man.  No  :  he 
had  the  same  essential  glory,  the  same  real  dignity,  which  he  ever 
had,  but  among  men  concealed  it ;  appeared  not  in  majesty  and 
glory  like  to  Gtod,  but  divested  himself  of  every  dazzling  appear- 
ance, and  every  outward  mark  of  majesty  and  greatness^  '  con- 

4  Eld€  Kal  a-afui  Omjrhv  Koi  ^jAv  majestatis    suae    honore,    humanum 

opOfHinriyrfv  apoKafi^  6  aBaparos  Oedg  corpus  indueret,  quo  suscepto,  salus 

\6yo£,  doKci  rf  KcXcr^  aXXdrrta-Bm  gentium  fieret.     Ut  enim  sol  cum 

Kal  fKTaitrkarT€<r3ai'  luufGavirta  &ri  6  nube  tegitur,  claritas  ejus  comprimi- 

\6yos,  ovdiv  fiev  vcurx€i  Stp  TrdcrYcc  t6  tur,  non  csecatur;  et  lumen  illud  quod 

(r&fAa,  fj  ff  ylruxn'  <rvyKara^iv<av  oc  &c.  toto  orbe  difEusum  claro  snlendore 

Origen.  contr,  CeU,  p.  170.  cimcta    perfundit^    parvo    aomodum 

Non  amittens  quod  erat^  sed  ac-  obstaculo  nubis  inciuditur,  non  au- 

cipiens  quod  non  erat.  Auit.  in  Joh,  fertur:  sic  ethomo  ille  quem  Dominus 

Tract.  17.  Jesus  Salvatorque  noster,  id  est,  Deus, 

^Ea-fUKowtv    avTov    rfjv    Bt^niTa,  Deique  Fllius  induit,  Deum  tamen  in 

Euseb,  lib.  i.  cap.  13.  illo  non   intercepit,    sed    abscondit. 

Nam  etsi  apostolus  semetipum  ex-  Pseud-Ambros,  de  Fid.  Orthod,  cap. 

inanisse  dicit,  formam  servi  suscipi-  viii.  p.  355.  ed.  Bened. 

endo,  non  utique  sic  exinanitmn  acci-  '  T6  aiemrrpov  rfjs  fjLeydkaavvrjs  t<w 

pimus  ut  aliud  quam  quod  fiierat  idem  Qtov  6  Kvpios  rifi&v  Xpurr6s  'Ii^crovf 

ipiritus  fieret :  sed  ut,  seposito  interim  ovici^X^cv  iv  ic<$ftir^dXa(^ov^9  olbi  vrrcp- 
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deeoending  to  appear^  and  act,  and  converse  ae  a  man,  like  nnto 
us  in  all  things,  sin  only  excepted.  In  this  sense  it  is  that  our 
Lord  emptied  himself.  He  came  not  with  any  pomp  and  osten- 
tation of  greatness,  he  laid  aside  his  Godlike  majesty,  and  dis- 
robed himself,  as  it  were,  of  all  outward  glories,  becoming  a 
man,  a  miserable  man,  and  in  that  nature  suffering,  bleeding, 
and  dying  for  us.  *'  Wherefore  God  hath  also  highly  exalted 
*^  him.'*'*  Here  we  must  make  a  pause,  and  inquire  diligently 
what  this  eosdlt^iti&n  means.  One  that  is  truly  Son  of  God,  and 
in  a  proper  sense  God,  cannot  be  properly  exaUed;  that  is, 
cannot  be  preferred  to  any  higher  or  better  state  than  he  ev^ 
enjoyed,  nor  receive  any  improvement  of,  or  accession  to,  his 
essential  dignity,  glory,  or  happiness.  Hence  it  is,  that  as 
many  of  the  ancients  as  have  understood  the  text  of  a  proper 
exaltation,  have  interpreted  it  of  the  hvman  only,  and  not  the 
di/oi/M  nature  of  Ohrist.  This  is  true  of  the  Ante-Nicene,  as 
well  as  Post-Nicene  writers,  which  appears  from  Origen'  and 
Hippolytus^ :  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  direct  testimony  to  the 
contrary.  So  that  here  again  the  Arians,  understanding  it  of  a 
proper  exaltation  to  a  better  state,  and  of  Christ  considered  in 
his  highest  capacity,  run  counter  to  the  doctrine  of  the  ancients 
before  the  Nicene  Gouncil,  in  a  very  material  article  respecting 
this  controversy. 

The  ancients  were  certainly  in  the  right  not  to  admit  of  any 
proper  exaltation,  in  the  sense  before  given,  in  respect  of  the 
divine  nature  of  Christ.  For,  as  ^Athanasius  and  other  Ca- 
tholics well  argue  in  this  case,  how  could  he,  that  was  mth  God, 
and  in  the  bosom  of  the  FcUher^  be  exaUed^  or  become  higher 
than  he  always  was  ?  How  could  the  Giver  and  Dispenser  of  all 
graces  receive  any  thing  as  a  matter  of  grace  or  favour  l  How 
could  he  be  then  said  to  have  attained  the  privilege  of  being 
adored  J  who  had  long  before  been  adored  both  by  men  and 

tj<f>a»ias,  KcUircp  dwdfiepos'  aiXXh  rcarti-  prfii  imh  r&v  fi^  ^wofihwp  avrhv  fSki' 

po(f>pop&p,  Koa^s  t6  TTPfvfJui  t6  Syiop  ntip  KoBh  \6yos  fjp,  xal  irp^s  &€6p  ^p, 

ir€pl  alrrov  cXaXj^o-ci^.  Clem,  Rom,  Ep.  kqX  Qths  tjp,  Orig.  cotUr.  Cels,  lib.  vi. 

cap.  xvi.  p.  70.  p.  323. 

AMs  fi€V  yAp  h  rj  d<b3dfynj^  avrov  •  *0  yhp  \6yos  ip  op)(n  vp6s  rhp 

^fo  ''P^^  7/*^^  IKBup  rfdvparo'  dXX'  Bc^v,  6  0€6s  \6yos  ovk  eiribixfro  t6 

^fi€7s  ovd«r<&7roT€  t6  fitytBos  rrjs  d6^s  vTTfpwIfwOfjpai,   Orig.  in  Joh.  p.  413. 

airrov  /Saoro^rcv  ^wpofuBa,  hen.  lib.  Huet. 

iv.  cap.  38.  p.  384.  ^  'YfTcpv^rovcr^ai  Xiytrat,  Koi  m  oIk 

"OoTig  ip  dpxS  irp6s  t6p  0(6p  t^p,  dUt  ^<iov,  dtA  ri  avBp&mipop  fiopopoyvlf  Sec, 

Tovs  KoXkrjBePtas  r§  <Tiipit\  Koi  yepofU^  HippoM,  Fragm,  vol.  ii.  p.  39.  Fabric. 

P019  Sn€p  triipS,  iyhm  <rhp(,  tva  x«»-  ^  Athanas.  Op.  torn.  1.  p.  445,  &e. 
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angeb  ?  He  who  was  God  from  the  beginning,  who  had  glory 
with  the  Father  ^'  before  the  world  was,^  who  is  himself  the 
"  Lord  of  glory^'^  and  Creator  and  Preserver  of  all  things,  was 
infinitely  too  high,  too  great,  and  too  divine,  to  receive  any  ac* 
cession  to  his  dignity,  any  real  increase  either  of  perfection  or 
glory.  Thus  isx  is  very  right ;  and  therefore,  if  a  proper  exal- 
tation, in  that  sense,  be  intended,  it  can  only  be  meant  of  Christ 
as  God-maUy  receiving  those  honours  and  titles,  in  his  human  or 
mediatorial  capacity,  which  he  had  always  enjoyed  in  another. 
And  thos  the  *  ancients,  for  the  most  part,  have  understood 
Christ^s  exaUatwn  to  be  no  more  than  a  kind  of  new  investiturey 
upon  his  new  and  late  condescension ;  and  his  having  those 
rights,  titles,  and  honours  confirmed  to  him  as  Ood-mwny  which 
as  Cfod  he  never  wanted.  This,  in  the  main,  is  true  and  right ; 
and  is  a  good  account,  in  part,  of  what  was  in  fact.  But  there 
is  some  reason  to  think,  that  it  is  not  precisely  and  accurately 
the  meaning  of  this  text.  For  if  the  exaltation  be  meant  only 
of  the  hwfnan  nature,  it  is  more  natural  to  suppose  that  St.  Paul 
would  not  here  have  spoken  of  the  condescension  of  the  Logos^ 
but  would  rather  have  told  us  only  what  the  man  Christ  Jesus 
had  done,  how  humbly  and  how  righteously  Christ  had  demeaned 
himself  in  that  capacity,  and  how  God  had  rewarded  his  services. 
And  thus  it  is  that  x  Hennas,  a  very  early  writer  of  the  first 
century,  represents  this  matter.   'An  ancient  commentator  upon 


'  El  dc  v^^nwrBu  Xiytnu,  Ka\  h 
ra^t  x^plcfiaTos  t6  inip  nap  Svopa 
^Xftrmu^fls  €K€tvoliTJkov6niX€Taa'apK6s 
€irav6yerai,  tU  Birtp  ^v  koL  ^ixa  <rcipK6s* 
Cyril.  Alex.  J%esaur.  p.  130. 

Vid.  etiam  Greg.  Ny^s.  contr. 
Eunom.  Orat.  v.  p.  597.  Athanas. 
aliosque. 

J  Adhibito  itaque  FiUo,qnem  canim 
et  hseredem  habebat,  et  amicis  quos 
in  consilio  advocabat,  indicat  ea  quae 
servo  wo  facienda  mandasset,  quae 
praeterea  ille  fecisset.  At  illi  protinus 
gratulati  sunt  servo  illi,  quod  tam 
plenum  testimonium  Domini  sui  as- 
secutus  fuisset.  Ait  deinde  illis :  Ego 
^uidem  huic  servo  libertatem  promisi, 
81  custodisset  mandatum  meum  quod 
dederam,  etcustodivit  illud,  etpraeterea 
0{ni8  bonum  adjecit  in  vineam^  quod 
miki  ^uam  plurimum  placuit.  Pro 
hoc  igitur  opere  quod  fecit,  volo  eum 
Fiko  n)eo  facere  cohaeredem;  quoniam 

VOL.  II. 


com  sensisset  quod  esset  bonum,  non 
omisit  sed  fecit  illud.  Herm.  Simil.  v. 
p.  104.  Coteler. 

'  Quibusdam  tamen  videtur  ho- 
mini  donatum  esse  nomen  :  quod  est 
super  omne  nomen  quod  nullo  genere, 
nidla  ratione  convenit.  Si  enim 
Christus  Dei  Filius  idem  ipse  et 
homo  est,  non  poterat  Deus  homo 
£Eu:tus,  sed  manens  Deus,  his  egere 
quae  habebat :  aut  si  secundum  quod 
homo  erat,  his  egebat  quae  Dei  sunt, 
ipse  sibi  Dei  Filius  Deus  dedisset  quae 
deerant  ei  juxta  quod  homo  erat. — 
Neque  caro  hoc  posset  effici  quod  est 
Deus.  Sed  forte  ut  adoptione  Deus 
esset :  et  hie  color  est.  Incipiet  enim 
ex  parte  Deus  verus  esse  Christus,  et 
ex  parte  adoptivus,'aut  duo  Dii :  sed 
aliud  Scriptura  significat.  Illi  enim 
donatum  significat,  qui  se  exinanivit, 
qui  formam  servi  acciepit,  qui  in  simi- 
htudinem  hominis  factus  est  homo. 
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this  text  gives  several  reasons  why  the  exaltation  here  spoken  of 
is  not,  cannot  be  intended  of  the  Man  only,  but  of  Christ  in  his 
fchole  Person.  "  i.  Because  if  Christ  be  God  as  well  as  Man, 
^^  then  all  the  time  from  his  incarnation  he  must  have  had,  along 
*'  with  his  humanity,  all  that  pertains  to  God ;  and  therefore 
"  could  not  afterwards  properly  receive  what  he  had  before. 
"  2.  Supposing  that  he  wanted  any  thing  in  respect  of  his  man- 
"  hood,  yet  why  should  the  Father  be  said  to  give  what  he  him- 
"  self,  as  God,  could  easily  supply  ?  3.  The  things  mentioned  as 
"  given  to  Christ  are  too  high  and  great  for  the  man  to  receive, 
"  unless  the  human  nature  be  supposed  to  be  divine,  which  is 
**  absurd :  or  if  it  be  supposed  to  have  been  made  Ood  by  adop- 
"  tion,  then  either  Christ  is  God  partly  by  nature  and  partly  by 
"  adoption,  or  the  two  natures  are  two  CU>ds.  4.  It  appears 
"  from  the  text,  that  the  exaltation  belongs  to  the  same  nature 
''  which  condescended  and  emptied  itself.  And  what  nature  was 
"  that  but  the  Divine  nature  ?  Or  what  great  matter  would  it 
"  have  been  for  the  Apostle  to  have  told  us,  that  a  man  did  not 
"  pretend  to  be  equal  with  God,  or  was  obedient  to  God  f' 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  weight  in  the  reasonings  of  this 
author,  which  made  him  at  length  '^conclude,  that  the  text  does 
not  speak  of  any  proper  exaltation,  or  new  accession  to  any  thing, 
but  of  the  more  illustrious  manifestation  of  him,  for  the  solemn 
proclaiming  him  to  be  what  he  always  was.  And  this,  indeed, 
I  take  to  be  true  in  part,  though  not  the  full  meaning  of  the 
text  before  us.  Though  the  absolute,  essential  dignity  of  our 
blessed  Lord  was  always  the  same,  and  in  respect  of  which  he 
was  ever  equal  with  God,  yet  his  relative  dignity  towards  us, 
founded  in  the  obligations  we  have  received  from  him,  never  so 
signally  appeared  as  in  that  amazing  and  astonishing  instance 
of  condescension  and  goodness,  his  becoming  man,  and  dying 
for  us.  We  were  hereby  "  bought  with  a  price,^  becoming 
servants  to  Christ,  and  Christ  a  Lord  to  us,  in  a  peculiar  sensed, 

qui  patri  obedivit.     Si  Homo  Deo  Els  tovto  yho  XpurT6s  #cal  oitiQca^ 

Patn  obedivit,  qmd  magnum  est  quod  Kn\  avi{mj  ksu  aptCrffrtv,  hm  kcu  w€Kp&v 

dixit  Apostolus  ?   Sed  hoc  magnum  koL  C^vrtop  KvpuvoTf,   Rom.  xiv.  9. 

dicit,  quia  cum  squalis  esset  ob^vit.  Invisibilis  visibilis  factus,  et  incom- 

Pseud'Ambros.  in  loc.  p.  355.  prehensibilis  factus  compr^ensibilis, 

»  Hoc  er^o  natus  Bccepit,  ut  post  et  impassibilis  passibilis,  et  Verbum 

crucem  mamfestaretur  <]uid  a  Patre  homo,  universa  in  semetipsum  recapi- 

dum  generaretur  accepent.  tulans :  uti  sicut  in  su|)€Tcoele8tibu8  et 

^  I  Cor.  vi.  30.  vii.  22,  33.   i  Pet.  spiritalibus,  et  invisibiUbus  princeps 

i.  19.  est  Verbum  Dei;  sic  in  vidbilibus,  et 
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and  under  a  new  and  specicU  title.  Upon  this  occasion,  and  on 
this  account,  it  pleased  Grod,  in  the  most  solemn  and  pompous 
manner  to  proclaim  the  high  dignity  of  God  the  Son,  to  rein^ 
force  his  rightful  claim  of  homage,  and  to  command  heaven  and 
earthy  angels  and  men,  to  pay  him  all  honour,  reverence,  and 
adoration  suitable  to  the  dignity  of  so  great,  so  good,  so  divine 
a  Person  as  the  Son  of  God.  He  had  lately  run  through  an  un- 
paralleled woric  of  mercy,  had  redeemed  mankind  and  triumphed 
over  death  and  hell :  upon  this,  his  divinity  is  recognised,  and 
his  high  worth  proclaimed.  We  may  observe  how,  under  the 
Old  Testament,  it  pleased  God  often  to  insist  upon  what  great 
things  he  had  done  (though  many  of  them  slight  in  comparison 
to  the  work  of  redemption)  in  order  to  move  the  persons  con^ 
cemed  to  receive  him  as  God.  So  he  tells  Abram,  ^'  I  am  the 
"  Lord  that  brought  thee  out  of  Ur  of  the  Ohaldees.*"  Qen.  xv.  7. 
And  to  the  children  of  Israel  he  says :  ^^  I  will  take  you  to  me 
"  for  a  people,  and  I  will  be  to  you  a  God  :  and  ye  shall  know 
'*  that  I  am  the  Lord  your  God,  which  bringeth  you  out  from 
'^  under  the  burdens  of  the  Egyptians.^  Exod.  vi.  7.  And  again, 
*^  I  am  the  Lord  thy  God,  which  have  brought  thee  out  of  the 
^'  land  of  Egypt,  out  of  the  house  of  bcmdage.  Thou  shalt  have 
^*  no  other  Gods  before  me.*"  Exod.  xx.  2,  3.  Or  when  it  pleased 
God  to  speak  any  thing  higher,  of  what  he  had  done,  he  reminded 
his  people  of  his  being  their  Creator  and  Redeemer,  ^^  Thus 
'^  saith  the  Lord  that  created  thee,  O  Jacob,  and  he  that  formed 

corpondibus  prindpatum  habeat^  in  juvenibus  juvenis,  exemplum  juveni- 

semedpenin  primatum  assumens,  et  bus  fiens,  et   Banctificans    Domino, 

i^ponens  semetipeiim  caput  Eccksifle^  Sic  et  senior  in  senioribus,  ut  sit  per- 

umversa  attrahat  ad  semetipsum  apto  fectus  magister  in  omnibus— deinde 

in  tempore.   Iren,  lib.  iii.  cap.   16.  et  usque  ad  mortem  pervenit  ut  sit 

p.  206.  "  primogenitus  ex  mortuis,  ipse  pri- 

Acdpiens     omnium     potestatem,  ''  matum  tenens  in  omnibus,"  princeps 

quando  Verbum  caro  factum  est,  ut  vitse,  prior  omnium,  prsecedensoomes. 

quemadmodum  in  coelis  prindpatum  Iren,  p.  147,  148. 

babuit  Verbum  Dd,  sic  et  in  terra  The  sense  ofall  this  is  very  distinctly 

haberet  principatum,  quoniam  homo  expressed  by  Hippolytus. 

Justus,  "  qui  peccatum  non  fecit,  nee  Os  arovpayiav,  koI  imytlap,    xai 

"  inventus  est  dolus  in  ore  ejus ;"  KaraxBovl»v  /Sao-tXcvr  kclL  Kpir^t  trov- 

princqpatum  autem  habeat  eorum  quae  ro>y  oYro^fdeacrcu.  €irovpayi<av  fiip  Sri 

sunt  terra,  ipse  primogenitus  mortu-  \6yos  rov  warphs  irp6  ir6vrviv  ycyevn- 

orum  factus  :  et  ut  viderent  omnia,  i^svos  ^v  tmytUov  de,  ^i  SofBpionos  «v 

quemadmodum    prsediximus,    suum  ivQpimois  f/cvi^^,  oyonrXdo-o-wv  di' 

regem,  &c.     Iren,  lib.   iv.  cap.   20.  iavTrov  rhp  *AddfJL'  KoraxBovlmf  dc,  6ti 

p.  253.  Kal  €K  vtKoois  KaT€\oyi(rOrj—dth  Bavd' 

Per  omnem  venit  statem,  et  infan-  rov  rhv  Bavarov  vtKcbv.  HipvoL  de  An* 

tibus  infans  factus.    Sanctificans  in-  tichrist.csp.  xxvi.  p.  15.  Fabric, 

feuites  :    in  parvulis  parvulus in 

I  2, 
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"  thee,  O  Israel,  Fear  not :  for  I  have  redeemed  thee,  I  have 
"  called  thee  by  my  name ;  thou  art  mine.*"  Isa.  xliii.  i.  We 
Bee  from  hence,  how  even  Gk)d  the  Father  asserted  his  claim  to 
the  homage  and  adoration  of  his  people,  from  the  good  and  great 
things  he  had  done  for  them.  Not  that  he  was  not  Ood  and 
Lord  before^  but  because  the  obligations  laid  upon  them  were 
apt  to  strike  the  more  powerfully,  and  to  bring  the  consideration 
of  their  duty  towards  him  close  and  home  to  their  hearts.  To 
apply  this  to  our  present  purpose ;  you  may  please  to  consider 
that  after  God  the  Son  had  shewn  such  amazing  and  astonishing 
acts  of  goodness  towards  mankind,  then  was  it  proper  to  celebrate 
his  name  to  the  utmost,  to  recognise  the  dignity  and  majesty  of 
his  Person,  and  to  recommend  him  to  the  world,  as  their  God 
and  Lord,  with  all  imaginable  advantage,  with  such  endearing 
circumstances  as  could  not  but  affect,  ravish,  and  astonish  every 
pious  and  ingenuous  mind.  And  thus  I  understand  the  words, 
**  wherefore  God  also  hath  highly  exalted  him.*"  That  is ;  on 
account  of  the  great  work  of  redemption,  so  full  of  love  and 
goodness,  so  astonishing  and  so  endearing,  God  hath  remarkably 
proclaimed  his  dignity,  and  set  forth  his  glory ;  commanding  all 
men  hereupon  to  acknowledge  him  their  God  and  Lord ;  their 
Lord  always,  but  now  more  especially,  by  a  new  and  distinct 
claim,  as  their  Samowr^  and  Deliverer,  and  only  Redeemer^.  As 
to  the  sense  of  the  word  exalted,  nothing  is  more  frequent  in 
Scripture,  than  such  as  I  have  here  given.     I  shall  mention 


<^  God  the  Father  had  remained  as  '*  Lord  and  Redeemer/*  and  of  being 
glorious  as  now  he  is^  although  he  had  the  "  fountain  of  grace,  and  salvation 
never  created  the  world ;  for  the  "  unto  us."  All  these  are  real  attri- 
creation  gave  much,  even  all  they  had,  butes,  and  guppose  a  real  ground  or 
to  things  created,  it  gave  nothing  un-  foundation;  and  that  was,  "  his  hum- 
to  God,  who  was  in  oeinp  infinite :  yet  "  bUng  himself  unto  death,  even  the 
if  God  had  created  nothmg,  the  attri-  "  death  of  the  cross."  Nor  are  these 
bute  of  Creator  could  have  had  no  real  attributes  only  real  but  more  glorious, 

f  round,  it  had  been  no  real  attribute,  both  in  respect  of  God  the  Father, 

n  like  manner,  suppose  the  Son  of  who  was  pleased  to  give  his  only  Son 

God  had  never  condescended  to  take  for  us;  and  in  respect  of  God  the  Son, 

our  nature  upon  him,  he  had  remained  who  was  pleased  to  pay  our  ransom 

as  glorious  in  his  nature  and  person  by  his  himiiliation,  than  the  attribute 

as  now  he  is ;  yet  not  glorified  for,  or  of  creation  is.    The  Son  qf  God  then, 

by,  this  title  or  attrUnUe  of  incama-  not  the  Son  of  David  only,  hath  been 

tion.  Or  suppose  he  had  not  "humbled  exalted  since  his  death,  to  be  our  Lord, 

"  himself  unto  death" he  had  re-  by  a  new  and  real  title,  by  the  title  of 

mained  as  olorious  in  his  nature  and  redemption  and  salvation.  Jackson  on 

person,  and  in  the  attribute  of  incar-  the  Creed,  vol.  iii.  lib.  ii.  cap.  3.  p.  316. 

nation,  as  now  he  is ;   but  without  See  also  Bull.  Prim.  Trad.  p.  39,  40. 
these  gbrious  attributes  of  being  *'  our 
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only  two  or  three  examples^  referring  to  a  Concordance  for 
the  rest. 

"He is  my  God— and  I  will  exalt  him.''  Exod.  xv.  2.  **Ex- 
"  alted  be  the  God  of  the  rock  of  my  salvation.''  2  Sam.  xxii.  47, 
"  Let  the  Gtod  of  my  salvation  be  exalted."  Psal.  xviii.  46. 
"  Be  thou  exalted,  Lord,  in  thine  own  strength."  Psal.  xxi.  13. 
"  Thou  art  my  God,  and  I  will  praise  thee ;  thou  art  my  Grod, 
*'  and  I  will  exalt  thee."  Psal.  cxviii.  28.  **The  Lord  alone 
"  shall  be  exalted  in  that  day."  Isa.  ii.  1 1, 17.  These  (besides  many 
other  instances  of  like  kind)  are  enough  to  justify  this  interpre- 
tation of  the  word  exalted^.  Besides  that  I  would  have  it  ob- 
served, that  the  word,  in  the  original,  is  not  iJ^oKre,  but 
vire/w>/f»<re«.  The  former  very  probably  would  have  been  used, 
had  the  Apostle  intended  only  a  proper  local  exaltation  of  the 
man  Christ  Jesus,  to  the  right  hand  of  God.  Further;  the  im- 
mediate  words  following  confirm  this  sense  of  the  word.  For, 
how  is  Christ  exalted  f  God  "  hath  given  him  a  name  which  is 
^^  above  every  name."  That  is,  he  has  extolled  and  magnified 
his  name,  above  all  names.  Thus  was  the  Son  of  God  exalted^ 
or  ghrified^  for  the  great  things  he  had  done,  and  dignified  (if 
I  may  so  speak)  with  .a  very  high  and  honourable  title,  (too  big 
for  any  creature  to  have  merited,  or  for  any  thing  less  than  him- 
self to  wear,)  that  of  Redeemer  and  Preserver  of  man,  and  Lord  of 
the  whole  universe.  After  the  Apostle  had  taught  us  the  great  and 
supereminent  dignity  of  God  the  Son,  it  was  very  proper  to  add, 
"  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father,"  that  we  might  not  be  so 
entirely  taken  up  with  admiring  and  reverencing  the  excellency 
and  perfections  of  God  the  Son,  as  to  forget  that  he  is  a  Son 
still,  referring  all  to  God  the  Father^;  whose  glory  it  is  to  have 
had  always  with  him,  and  ^^  rejoicing  always  before  him,"  so 
great  and  so  divine  a  Son,  equal  to  himself,  the  express  image, 
the  perfect  transcript  and  adequate  resemblance  of  his  Person  <^. 

^  'O  &e6f  avrhv  vTrcpv^Axrc.  vai  6  fiatrCKta  rov  ovpavov,     Dan.  iv.  34. 

©*6f  yho  Xryci  t^   0e»  fww  *Ii;<rou  ^  jEqtuilem    ergo    Patri      credito 

XpioT^  hih  Aa/31d,  'YyltSBrjTi  iirl  roifs  Filium :  sed  tamen  de  Patre  Filium, 

oipavovs  6  Othsf  Koi  crrl  ircuray  rr/v  yrjp  Patrem  vero  non  de  FiUo,      Origo 

ri    i6(a    a-ov. *Ed6^a(r€v   ovrdi'   6  apud  ilium,  le^tfo/t/a^apudistam-^ — " 

warfip'  dXXck  Koi  6  vU>s  tid^atrf  r^y  genuit  autem  Pater  aqualem  aibi,  et 

wartpa,  &c.     Dionys.  Ascript,  Bpist.  totum  qtdcquid  est  FlliuB,  habet  de 

eontr.  Samosat.  p.  881.  Labb.      ^  Patre,  quod  autem  Deus  Pater  eat  non 

®  2v  c7  Kvoto£  6  v^rKFTOf  €irl  iraaav  habet  de  FiUo,  Itaque  dicimus  Patrem 

r^  yjjv,  <nf>6opa  xmcfw^&Brfs  xmip  wat^  Deum  de  ruUlo,  Fibum  Demn  de  Deo, 

rag  Tovs  Qeovg.     PsaL  xcvi.  9.  Augustin,  Serm,  140.  tom.  v.  p.  681. 

Aivw  Kol  vjTfpvyjrSi  koi  do^a(a»   riv  i>  ^ffofi€py€T6¥iraT€pa,3<xvfia(oyTfs 
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I  may  just  observe  to  you  the  strict  accuracy  of  the  A  posticus 
expression  "  Grod  the  Father  -^  not  GW,  absolutely,  nor  Crod  Ms 
Foither^  as  some  affect  to  speak,  but  "  Grod  the  Father  C  inti- 
mating that  the  Son  is  Ood  also,  and  therefore,  for  distinction 
sake,  he  adds,  "  the  Father,""  expressing  it  thus,  to  the  **  glory 
'^^  of  God  the  Father." 

I  have  at  length  run  through  the  text,  explaining  the  parti- 
culars of  it  in  their  order.  I  shall  now  subjoin  a  summary  view 
of  the  whole,  in  a  paraphrase  conformable  to  the  explication 
before  given. 

"  Ver.  3,  4,  Be  ye  not  vain-^/loriom^  or  ielfish^  but  be 
"  willing  to  stoop  and  condescend  even  beneath  yourselves, 
*^  in  some  instances,  for  the  glory  of  God  and  the  good  of 
'^  others. 

"  Ver.  5.  Let  this  mind  be  in  you,  which  was  also  in  Christ 
"  Jesus : 

"  Ver.  6.  Who,  though  Son  of  God,  and,  as  such,  rightfuUy 
"  and  really  equal  with  God ; 

*^  Ver.  7.  Yet  notwithstanding  chose,  in  the  instance  of  his 
^^  incarnation,  to  hide  his  majesty^  and  to  loeil  his  ghries^  under 
*'*'  the  garb  of  hwncmity ;  being  content  to  become  a  man,  and 
"  thereby  a  servcmt  to  God,  though  by  nature  a  Son^  and  Lord 
"  of  all, 

"  Ver.  8.  And  having  taken  upon  himself  the  nature  and 
^^  condition  of  a  man,  he  submitted  yet  further,  even  to  death 
^'  itself;  and  that  too  in  the  most  ignominious  circumstances, 
"  nailed  to  a  cross. 

^^  Ver.  9.  This  amazing  and  astonishing  instance  of  conde- 
"  scension,  love,  and  goodness,  God  the  Father  himself  has  most 
^'  remarkably  approved ;  and  has  thereupon  more  solemnly  and 
"  more  illustriously  proclaimed  the  supereminent  dignity  of  Ood 
"  the  8on^  who  had  merited  so  highly  of  men. 

"  Ver.  10,  II.  Commanding  all  persons  to  honour,  worship, 
"  and  adore  him,  as  God  and  Lord;  and  under  the  new  and 
"  special  title  o(  Bedeemer,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father^  whose 
**  Son  he  is ;  their  honour  imeparabley  and  their  glory  one."^ 

This  appears  to  be  the  most  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of 
this  celebrated  passage,  consonant  to   Scripture,  and  to  the 

airrov  r6y  vlhv,  X&yov,  Koi  ^(XliiaVi  Koi  Otov,  ovr»  d^  Koi  t6v  y€VPfj$€PTa  €ar6 
oX^^cuxv,  KoX  diKcuoavvrjVi  Kal  iropra,  tov  toiovtov  iraTp6s,  Orig»  contr.  Celt, 
cmtp  c^oi  fi€fiaBrfKCLfA€v,  t6v  vl6v  tov     p.  387* 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


BERM.  V.  toith  the  Father.  119 

principles  of  the  primitive  and  Catholic  Church.  I  should  now 
make  some  reflections  upon  the  whole^  but  have  scarce  room 
barely  to  hint  them  for  jour  leisure  thoughts  to  improve. 

Let  the  Socinians  or  Arians  make  as  great  a  matter  as  they 
please  of  a  m(m\  or  of  a  creature's  becoming  a  servcmt  to  God ; 
we  shall  think  it  a  still  greater  and  more  marvellous  condescen- 
sion, for  one  that  was  above  every  thing  servile^  himself  equai  to 
God,  to  condescend  as  he  did. 

Let  them  magnify  his  merits  and  performances,  done  for  his 
own  sake,  to  arrive  at  such  an  inunense  glory  above  all  other 
creatures ;  we  shall  look  upon  them  as  more  noble,  more  disin- 
terested, and  truly  divine^  if  done  for  others  only,  by  one  that 
was  himself  too  great  to  receive  any  recompense. 

Let  them  value  it  as  an  extraordinary  piece  of  condescension, 
that  he  did  not  lay  claim  to  what  he  had  no  right  to ;  we  shall 
think  it  more  pious  and  more  decent  to  say,  that  he  quitted  his 
right,  and  receded  from  his  just  pretensions. 

Let  them  honour  him  as  their  Lordy  made  as  it  were  but  of 
yesterday ;  we  shall  honour  him  as  Lord  and  God  from  the  begin- 
ning ;  the  Creator  first,  and  now,  at  last.  Redeemer  of  man. 

Let  them,  lastly,  look  upon  him  as  a  servant  still,  a  servant 
at  least  to  God,  (as  all  creatures  are** ;)  while  we,  with  angels 
and  archcmgdSy  with  things  in  heaven,  and  things  in  earth,  and 
things  under  the  earth,  believe  and  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is 
no  servant^  but  Lord  and  God,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father, 
'*  To  whom  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  all  honour,  and  praise,  might, 
*'  majesty,  power,  and  dominion,  be  ascribed  now  and  for  ever.*" 
Amen. 

*»  El  r»  yap  €<mv  hf  rots  6t<ri»,  fj  6v6yKtjs  iX€vB€pa*  ff  W  Kturrfj,  dovXuo) 
&cnaros  <t>v(ns  iarly,  fj  KTurnj.  dXX*  Kalv6fioi£b«(riroTiKoUiirofuvri,Pseudo- 
^  flip  &cTi(rro£,  d€<nroTuoj  koI  irdaris    Just,  Exp,  Fid, 
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Divine  Titles  ascribed  to  Christ  in  Holy  Scripture  : 

OR 

CHRIST'S   DIVINITY 

PROVED  FROM  HIS  TITLES. 


The  sixth  Sermon  preached  February  3, 17^ 


John  xvi.  15. 

AU  things  that  the  Father  hath  are  mine :  there/ore  said  /,  thai 
he  shall  take  o/minef  and  shaU  shew  it  tmto  you. 

1  HESE  are  the  words  of  our  blessed  Saviour,  speaking  of  the 
Spirit  of  Truth,  otherwise  styled  the  "Spirit  of  God*,^  and 
"  Spirit  of  the  living  God^,"  and  "  Spirit  of  the  Father  %^  and 
"  Spirit  of  the  Lord**  ;^  and  sometimes  the  "  Spirit  of  Christ*','' 
and  "  Spirit  of  Jesus  ^^  and  emphatically  "  the  Spirit  fir,*"  but  most 
commonly  the  "  Holy  Spirit,^  or  "  Holy  Ghost,''  who  is  the  third 
Person  of  the  ever  blessed  and  adorable  Trinity.  Our  Lord  had 
intimated,  in  the  verses  foregoing,  that  this  divine  Person,  the 
Spirit  of  Truths  should  shortly  come  upon  the  disciples,  and 
"  guide  them  into  all  truth ;"  (ver.  13.)  "  For,"  says  our  blessed 
Saviour,  '^  he  shall  not  speak  of  himself ;"  that  is,  not  of  himself 
alone^  separate  from,  or  independent  of,  every  other  person  h, 
but  "  whatsoever  he  shall  hear,"  (that  is,  kn(yu>  in  an  ineffiible 
manner,  by  his  intimate  union  and  conununion  in  all  things  with 

*  Matt,  iii.  16.    Rom.  viii.  ^,  14.  i^  Luke  iv,  14.    John  iii.  8.  vii.  39. 

xy.  19.     I  CJor.  ii.  10,  11,  14.  iii.  16.  Acts  ii.  4.  viii.  39.  x.  19.  Rom.  xv.  30. 

vi.  II.    Eph.  iv.  30.    I  Pet.  iv.  14.  ^  "  Non  enim  loquetm'  a  semet- 

^  2  Cor.  iii.  3.  "  ipso.**    Hoc  est,  non  sine  me  el 

^  Matt.  X.  30.    Eph.  iii.  14, 16.  sine  meo  et  Patris  arbitrio :  quia  in- 

^  Acts  V.  9.  yiii.  39.    2  Cor.  iii.  separabilis  a  mea  et  Patris  est  yolun« 

17, 18.  tate ;  quia  non  ex  se  est,  sed  ex  Patre 

®  Rom.  viii.  9.    Gal.  iv.  6.    i  Pet.  et  me  est :   hoc  enim  ipsum  quod 

i.  II .  subsistit  et  loquitur,  a  Patre  et  me  illi 

'  Acts  xvi.  7.    See  MiU  upon  this  est.  Didym,  apud  Hieron.  vol.  iv.  pag, 

place.    Phil,  i,  19,  514.  ed.  Bened. 
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Father  and  Son,)  *^  that  shall  he  speak :  and  he  will  shew 
^^  you  things  to  come.  He  shall  glorify  me,  for  he  shall  reoeive 
"  of  mines  and  shall  shew  it  unto  you.*"  ver.  14.  That  is,  what- 
ever influences  he  shall  shed,  whatever  truths  he  shall  reveal, 
whatever  miracles  he  shall  perform,  they  will  be  all  so  many 
manifestations  of  my  glory,  as  coming  from  me,  acting  and 
speaking  in  and  by  the  "Spirit  of  God.''  Then  follow  the 
words  of  the  text.  ^^  All  things  that  the  Father  hath  are  mine : 
"  therefore  said  I,  that  he  shall  take  of  mine,  and  shall  shew  it 
**  unto  you.*" 

As  much  as  to  say.  Think  it  not  strange  that  I  ascribe  to 
myself  the  operations  and  influences  of  the  "  Spirit  of  God,'' 
or  "  Spirit  of  the  Father,"  with  the  ghry  of  them :  for  though 
these  things  do  indeed  of  right  belong  to  the  Fcdher^  whose 
Spirii  he  is ;  yet  this  is  very  consistent  with  my  claim,  because 
"  all  that  the  Father  hath  is  mine :"  his  power  is  my  power,  his 
works  my  works,  his  Spirit  my  Spirit ;  our  perfections  common, 
our  nature  equal,  and  our  glory  one^.  This  is  the  most  natural 
and  obvious  meaning  of  the  text,  consonant  to  other  Scriptures, 
and  to  Catholic  antiquity;  as  shall  be  shewn  in  the  sequel. 
The  text  might  lead  me  to  discourse  on  the  divinity  of  the  Holy 
Ghost y  as  well  as  of  the  Son :  but  having  hitherto  confined  myself 
to  the  single  point  of  Chrisfs  divinity ,  that  I  might  the  more 
fully  and  distinctly  treat  of  it ;  I  shall  for  the  same  reason  do  so 
still,  and  occasionally  only  touch  upon  the  other,  as  it  may  fall 
in  my  way,  or  may  be  subservient  to  my  main  point.  The  words 
now  under  consideration  will  afford  two  distinct  arguments  of 
the  divinity  of  God  the  Son ;  one  particular  and  specialy  the 
other  more  general. 

I.  The  first,  which  I  call  particular  and  special^  is  contained 
in  this,  that  the  operations,  gifts,  and  graces  of  the  Spirit  of  God 
with  the  glory  of  them,  are  ascribed  to  Christ, 

^  ''De  meo  sumet,"  inquit,  ricut  xapitr\uxra^  koX  ^IXXa  vlov,  koX  AXa 

ipse  de  Patris.     Ita  connexus  Patris  ay/ov  itvtvfiaTos,  fiia  yhp  ^  awrripla, 

in  Filio,  et   Pilii  in  Paradeto,  tres  fua  ^  tvvofug,  yXa  ^  irltms.     Cyril, 

effidt  cohserentes,  alteram  ex  altero :  Hieros.  Catech.  xvi.  p.  336.  Ox.  A. 
qui  tres  imwn  sint,  non  tmtff;  quo-        ^  Licet  a  Patre  procedat  Spiritus 

modo  dictum  est,  <*  Ego  et  Pater  unum  veritatis,  et  det  illis  Deus  Spuitum 

"  sumus  ;"  ad  substantias  unitatem,  Sajictum  petentibus  se  :  tamen  quia 

non  ad  numeri  singulahtatem.  Tertul.  "  omnia  quae  habet  Pater  mea  sunt/' 

contr.  Prax,  cap.  xxv.  et  ipse  Spiritus  Patris  mens  est,  et  de 

*0  iror^p  dC  vlov  avv  ayU  irpivfiori  meo  acdpiet.  Didym.  de  Spir.  Sanct, 

rh  nwrra  x^viC^rai,  ovk  SaKo  iraTp6g  apud  Hieron.  tom.  iv.  p.  516. 
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2,.  The  second,  which  I  call  ffeneral,  lies  in  the  general  reason 
^ren  as  the  foundation  of  the  fonner ;  that  ^'  all  things  that  the 
^^  Father  bath^^  our  Saviour  attributes  to  himself,  and  challenges 
as  his  own.    Of  these  in  their  order. 

I.  We  are  to  observe,  that  the  operations,  gifts^  and  graces 
of  the  Spirit  of  Ood,  with  the  glorij/  of  them,  are  ascribed  to 
Christ ;  **  He  shall  receive  of  mine,  and  shall  shew  it  unto  you.*" 
He  shall  glorify  me :  the  glory  of  whatsoever  shall  be  done  or 
taught  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  our  Lord  ascribes  to  himself,  as  being 
(in  conjunction  with  the  Father)  the  author  and  fountain  of  it. 
The  context  indeed  m^itions  only  the  Spirit's  tea<Mng ;  but  the 
reason  is  the  same  for  whatever  should  be  done  by  the  Holy 
Spirit  of  God,  who  is  also  the  Spirit  of  Chri^ :  and  therefore 
the  miraculous  works  of  the  Holy  Ghost  are  expressly  ascribed 
to  Christ  by  St.  Peter,  Acts  ii.  33.  "  Being  by  the  right  hand 
^^  of  God  exalted,  and  having  received  of  the  Father  the  proiliise 
"  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  he  hath  shed  forth  this  which  ye  now  see 
"  and  hear.*"  When  therefore  our  Lord  says,  "  he  shall  receive 
^^  of  mine,  and  shall  shew  it  unto  you,**^  it  is  but  reasonable  to 
understand  it  of  every  operation,  gift,  or  influence  of  the  Holy 
Spifit,  (of  whatever  kind  it  were,)  showered  down  upon  the 
Apostles.  All  were  derived  from  Christ ;  to  him  therefore  (in 
conjunction  with  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghost)  is  the  glory  of 
them  to  be  ascribed,  as  is  plain  from  the  words,  ^^he  shall 
'*  glorify  me,''  ver.  14. 

Now,  if  the  Holy  CHiosfc  himself  be  a  dimne  Person,  and  one 
with  God  the  Father,  and  adored  together  with  him,  as  the 
Catholic  Church  has  all  along  taught^  and  Scripture  itself  has 
sufficiently  intimated ;  then  we  have  here  a  clear  and  irresistible 
proof  of  the  dimnity  of  Christ,  who,  as  appears  from  this  text, 
is  at  least  equal  to,  or  in  some  sense ^^eK^ than  the  Holy  Ghost^. 
But  because  the  dimniiy  of  the  Holy  Ghost  is  what  our  adver- 
saries will  no  more  admit  than  they  will  the  other,  and  it 

>  Jmtin.  Mart.  Apd.  i.  cap.  16.  est :  quonidm  nee  Paradetiu  a  Christa 

Atheiiagom^p.40,  ^.  Irensnis,  lib.  accipe^eC  nisi  minor  Chriato   esaet. 

iv.  cap.  37.    Clem.  Alex.  p.  I030.  ed.  Minor    autem    Chriato     Paracletna 

Cz.    Terti^Qlian>  contr.  Pntx.  cap.  ix.  Christum  etiam  Deum  esse  hoc  ipso 

jdii.  zzv.    Hippolytua  contr.  Noet.  probat  a  quo  accepit  wue  nuntat; 

cap.  xn.    Orimi.  apud  Baeil.  deSp,  ut    tesHmomim    C%rim    dwmitatis 

S.  p.  aio.  in  Joh.  p.  134.    Cypriam.  ff^ande  sit,  diun  minor  Chiiato  Pa- 

£p.  ad  Jnbajan.  p.  303.  racletus  repertus,  ab  illo  snmit  qtue 

n  Si  a  C^risto  accepit  qua  nnntiet,  cseteris  traoit.    Hovat,  de  THn.  cap. 

major  ergo  jam  Pandeto  Cfaristiig.  xziv. 
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would  be  here  too  great  a  digremion  for  me  to  enter  into  the 
proof  of  it ;  I  must  be  content  to  wave  that  point,  and  conmd^ 
only  whether,  or  how  far,  our  argument  may  be  conceived  to 
stand  independent  of  it. 

The  Person  of  the  Holy  Gho9t  is  described  in  Scripture  ai  the 
immediate  author  and  worker  of  miracles";  and  even  of  those 
done  by  our  Lord  himself  <> ;  the  Conductor  of  Chrid  Je^m  in  his 
hima/n  capacity,  during  his  state  of  humiliation  here  upon  earth  P ; 
the  inspirer  of  the  Prophets  and  Apostles 'i ;  the  Searcher  of  all 
hearts,  and  the  Comforter  of  good  Christians  in  difficulties ''.  To  Jm 
to  him  is  the  same  thing  as  to  ^  unto  God'.  Blasphemy  against 
him  is  unpardonable  ^  To  resist  him  is  the  same  thing  as  to 
resist  6od^.  He  is  in  €k>d,  and  knows  the  mind  of  God  as 
perfectly  as  a  man  knows  his  own  mind ;  and  that  in  respect 
of  (M  things f  even  the  €kep  things  of  God'.  Men''s  bodies  are  his 
iempley^  and,  by  being  his  temple^  are  the  tmi^  of  God'.  He 
is  joined  with  God  the  Father  and  Son,  in  the  solemn  form  of 
baptism';  in  religious  oaths,  and  in  invocations  for  grace  and 
peace ^  ;  in  the  same  common  operations^ ;  in  the  same  authori- 
tative mission  and  vocation  of  persons  into  the  ministry^  ;  fmd  he 
is  joined  with  the  Father  in  the  same  common  mission,  even  of 
the  Son  himself* :  in  a  word,  he  is  Lofrd^  (or  Jshomk)  and  QoA%y 
and  Lord  of  Hosts^.  This  is  a  brief  summary  of  what  the 
Scriptures  have  taught  us  of  the  person,  character,  and  offices 
of  the  Hofy  Ghost.  Exceptions  may  be  made  (though  of  no  great 
weight)  to  some  particulars,  which  I  have  not  here  time  to  con- 
sider. The  least  that  can  be  inferred  from  them,  and  what  the 
Arians  themselves  will  not  scruple  to  admit,  is,  that  the  Holy 
Ghost  is  a  Person  of  very  high  eminence,  dignity,  and  majesty ; 
much  superior  to  any  angd  or  archangel^  or  any  oi^er  parson 

>^  Acts  ii.  4,  45,  46.    Rom.  zv.  19.  ^  i  Cor.  iiL  16.    Epk.  IL  ai,  33. 

I  Cor.  ii.  4,  5.  xii.  4,  8,  11.  ziv.  3.  *  Matt,  zzviii.  19. 

Heb.  ii.  4.  ^3  Cor.  xiii.  14.    Rev.  i.  4,  5. 

o  Matt.  ziL  18.    Acts  z.  38.  Rom.  ix.  i. 

1^  Matt.  iv.  I.  xii.  18.    Luk*  iv.  i.  *  i  Oar.  idi.  4-*^>  ^ 

John  i.  33.  iii.  34.    Acts  i.  3.  ^  Acts  xiii.  3%    Compare  Hos«  iL 

4  See  the  proofs  in  Clarke's  Script.  33.    Acts  iz.  15. 

Doctr.  c^.  iii.  sect.  3.  «  Isa.  zlviii.  16. 

'  See  Script.  Doctr.  cap.  iv.  sect.  3.  '  Compare  Eacodt  zxziv.  34.  with 

•  Acts  V.  3,  4.  a  Cor.  iii.  17. 

*  Matt,  zii.  31,  33.  S  Acts  v.  3,  4. 

a  Actsvii.  51.  ^  Compare  Isa.  vl.  with  Acts  zxviiL 

'  I  Cor.  ii.  10,  II.  2$,  36. 

y  I  Cor.  vL  19. 
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whatsoever,  excepting  only  God  the  Father^  and  his  Son  Christ 
Jems.  Let  it  then  be  considered,  that  however  great  and  glo- 
rious, however  mighty  and  powerful,  however  wise  and  knowing, 
however  venerable  and  adorable  this  Person  is,  and  however 
intimate  with,  and  united  to,  God  the  Father,  whose  Spirit  he 
is ;  yet  all  that  he  is,  and  all  that  he  does,  is  to  be  referred  to 
Christ,  as  the  author  and  fountain  of  it.  He  claims  the  fflory  of 
all,  because  all  is  his.  Now  if  we  consider  the  infinite  distance 
there  is  between  God  and  the  very  highest  of  his  creatures,  and 
how  arrogant  it  must  appear  in  any  creature  to  make  ac  laim  of 
this  kind  and  value^  a  claim  upon  God^s  oum  Spirit,  a  claim  of 
glory  (though  in  strictness  glory  can  be  due  to  God  alone)  as 
having  a  hand  in  all  his  works,  and,  as  it  were,  assisting  and  in- 
fluencing the  very  "  Spirit  of  the  Father  i*^  I  say,  if  we  consider 
this,  and  at  the  same  time  reflect  that  our  blessed  Lord  (who 
was  the  most  perfect  pattern  of  humility,  meekness,  and  modesty) 
has  really  made  this  claim,  and  has  been  thus  /amiUar  with 
Almighty  God ;  what  can  we  think  less  than  this,  that  our 
blessed  Lord  is  infinitely  superior  to  all  creatures,  and  conse- 
quently is  himself  really,  truly,  and  essentially  God,  coequal  and 
coetemal  with  God  the  Father*?  Thus,  and  thus  only,  can  his 
claim  be  justified,  and  his  pretensions  reconciled  to  the  Scrip- 
tures, or  to  the  truth  and  reason  of  things :  which  will  appear 
further,  if  we  consider, 

IL  Secondly,  the  general  reason,  upon  which  our  blessed  Lord 
founds  hiB  particular  claim.  ^^  All  things  that  the  Father  hath 
"  are  mine.""  All  things ;  and  therefore  the  very  highest  of  all, 
namely,  those  specified  in  that  chapter.  And  indeed  it  is  but 
reasonable^  and  even  necessary  to  suppose,  that  one  who  could 
justly  ascribe  so  much  to  himself,  must  be  in  all  respects  equal 
to  the  Father,  excepting  only  (what  the  text  intimates  in 
the  very  name   of  Father^)  that  he  is  not  another  Father^ 

^  Neque  enim  de  creaturis  sumebat  Procul  bine  absint  dialecticonim 
Spiritus  Sanctus,  qui  Dei  Spiritus  tendiculas  et  sophismataaveritatepel- 
eBt ;  ut  ex  his  videatur  accipere,  quia  lantur :  quse  occasionem  impietatis  ex 
ea  omnia  Dei  sunt.  Hilar,  de  Trm.  pia  prsemcatione  capientia,  dicunt : 
lib.  ix.  p.  1033.  Mrgo  et  Pater  est  FUitis,  et  FlUus 

k  Ath  rovro  yitp  oKpi^s  €ifniK€v,  Pater.     Si  enim   dixisset,   *'  Omnia 

6<ra  ?x<t  6  irarrjp,  ipa  Kal&d€  Xtywprbp  *'  quaecunque  habet  Deus,  mea  simV 

iraripoj  u^  Koi  aMs  irarrfp  vofu<r6fj*  haberet  impietas  occasionem  confin- 

ov  y^  €ifnfK€v  ry<&  tlfu  6  irarhp,  dXX*  gendi^  et  verisimile  videretur  menda- 

Bira  ix^i  6  narnp.    Athanas.  C^.  vol.  cium.     Cmn  vero  dixerit,   "  Omnia 

i.  p.  107.  ed.  Bened.  "  qu«  habet  Pater,  mea  sunt;'*  Pa- 
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bat  8<m  of  the  Father.    This  clearly  aooonnts  for  his  ascribing 

to  himself  all  the  influences,  gifts,  and  graces  of  God'^s  Hcljf 

Spirit,  and  the  glory  of  them.     For  if  GU>d  the  Son  hath  all 

things  that  the  Father  hath,  then  hath  he  all  the  attributes  and 

perfections  belonging  to  the  Father;  the  same  power,  rights, 

and  privileges ;  the  same  honour  and  glory ;  and,  in  a  word,  the 

same  nature^  substance,  and    Godhead.      Then,    indeed,    every 

divine  work  is  his  work ;  the  Spirit  of  the  Father  is  also  his 

Spirit  /  the  operations  of  the  Holy  Ghost  must,  of  course,  be  the 

{^rations  of  Father  and  Son  too;  and  the  glory  of  every 

thing  must  be  referred  to  both,  as  to  one  common  author  and 

fountain  thereof.     On  these  principles,  the  sense  of  the  whole 

passage  is  easy,  expedite,  and  clear ;  and  very  consonant  to  our 

blessed  Lord'^s  account  of  himself  in  other  places  of  this  Gospel : 

particulariy  where  he  says,   "What  things  soever  he,^   (the 

Father)  "doth,  these  also  doth  the  Son  likewise,*"  John  v.  19. 

**  I  and  my  Father  are  one,''  John  x.  30.     "He  that  hath  seen 

^^  me  hath  seen  the  Father — I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the 

**  Father  in  me,"  John  xiv.  9,  10.     "Glorify  me  with  thine  own 

"  self,  with  the  glory  which  I  had  with  thee  before  the  world 

**  was,^  John  xvii.  5.     "  All  mine  are  thine,  and  thine  are  mine, 

^  and  I  am  glorified  in  them,''  John  xvii.  10.     These  are  very 

high  and  strong  expressions,  confirming  that  sense  of  the  text 

which  I  have  given,  and  which  prevailed  in  the  Christian  Church 

(as  appears  from  Tertullian  above  cited)  before  the  Council  of 

If  ice,  as  well  as  after  ^     But  my  design  is  next  to  proceed 

to  other  Scriptures  which  expressly  ascribe  the  same  high  titles, 

powers,  and  perfections  to  the  Son   which  they  do  to  the 

Father;  therein  justifying,  or  rather  more  fully  and  particularly 

declaring  what   our  Lord  had  but  briefly  intimated  in  the 

words,   "All  things  that  the  Father  hath  are  mine."     My 

method  shall  be, 

1.  To  shew  that  the  dvoine  titles  are  ascribed  to  the  Son 
in  Holy  Scripture :  and, 

%.  That  the  divine  attributes  are  also  applied  to  him. 


tri$  nomine  se  F^um  dedaravit ;  Po"    mns,  Interpr.  Hieron.  Op.  torn.  iv.  p< 

""i.  lio.ii.  ca£.  4 

torn.  iv.  p.  516.  ed.  Bened.  ub.  ix.  Augustin. 

1  Athanasius,  vol.  i.  p.  106.    Hila-    ii.  p.  697,  706.  ed.  Bened.    CyriL 
rins  de  Trin.  lib.  ix.  p.  1004.    Didy-    Hieros.  Oath.  xvi.  p.  936. 


temitatem,  oui  Filius  enX,  non  nsur-  516.  Ambroe.  de  Fid.  lib.  ii.  cap.  4. 
pavit.  Diaym,  de  Sp,  S,  Hieron,  p.  477.  ed.  Bened.  Cyril.  Alex.  Thee, 
torn.  iv.  p.  K16,  ed.  Bened.  fib.  ix.  Auffustin.  contr.  Maxim,  lib. 
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3.  To  sum  up  the  force  of  the  argument,  and  to  obviate  such 
general  objections  as  tend  to  weaken  our  conclusion. 

I.  The  divine  titles  ascribed  to  the  Son  in  Holy  Scripture  are 
as  follow ;  6od,  God  with  w,  Lord  God,  true  God,  great  Grod, 
mighty  Gody  God  over  all  blessed  for  evermore,  Jehovah,  Almighty, 
Lord  of  Qlory,  King  of  kings,  and  Lord  of  lords.  Alpha  and 
Omega,  the  First  cmd  the  Last.     Of  these  in  their  order. 

As  to  the  title  of  God,  our  adversaries  are  pleased  to  allow, 
that  **  the  Person  of  the  Son  is  in  the  New  Testament''  (and  the 
Old  Testament  should  not  have  been  entirely  omitted)  ^^  some- 
"  times''  (and  why  is  it  not  said  frequently  ?)  "  styled  GkHl"." 
But  then  we  are  told  that  if^  is  not  ^^  so  much"  (is  it  then  at 
all?)  ^^on  account  of  his  metaphysical  substance— as  of  his 
^'  relative  attributes  and  divine  authority^"  that  he  is  sometimes 
styled  God.  But  this  is  more  than  our  adversaries  know,  or 
can  give  the  least  shadow  of  proof  to  countenance.  The  Son 
of  Gk)d  may  be  proved  from  Scripture  to  be  God^  in  the  strict 
and  proper  sense,  after  the  very  same  way,  and  by  the  same 
kind  of  arguments,  that  the  Father  himself  can  be  shewn  to  be 
God,  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense.  What  is  said  about 
metaphysical  stiistanoe  (by  which,  it  seems,  is  meant  abstract 
metaphysical  substance^)  is  trifling  to  the  last  degree.  For 
undoubtedly  the  Trinitarians  are  not  so  destitute  of  common 
sense  and  imderstanding,  as  to  take  the  substance  of  Father,  or 
Son,  to  be  an  abstract  idea;  which  is  all  the  s^ise  of  an 
abetract  substance.  They  certainly  mean  a  real,  living,  intelligent, 
and  infinitely  perfect  substance,  existing  wkhmt,  necessarily 
existing.  And  when  they  say  that  the  Son  is  sttbstantiaUy  or 
essentially  God,  they  intend  to  prevent  equivocations y  and  to 
assert,  that  the  Son  is  not  of  a  fading  perishing  nature,  as 
creatt*res  are;  no  precarious  being,  depending  on  the  toill 
and  choice  of  another,  but  truly  divine  and  necessarily-existing. 
If  this  be  admitted,  we  have  no  further  occasion  to  speak 
a  word  of  substance;  which,  after  all,  is  nothing  more  than 
another  name  for  being  or  thing.  And  it  must  appear  very 
strange,  and  savouring  too  much  of  delicacy  or  cavilling,  that,  if 
we  are  able  to  prove  the  Son  to  be  eternal^  divine,  necessarily- 


m  See  Clarke's  Script.  DoCtr.  Pro-        o  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  343. 

M.  xxiv.  p.  363.  ad  ed. 

»  Ibid.  Propos.  xxv.  p.  263. 
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earistinff^  &o.  we  may  not  be  allowed  to  say,  thai  his  Bubstcmce 
ia  eternal^  ditme^  &o.  which  is  really  neither  more  nor  less  than 
saying  that  Ad  is  so.  Attributes  and  powers  most  have  something  to 
reside  and  inhere  in,  which  something  is  what  we  call  substcmee,  and 
considered  with  divine  attributes^  divine  substance,  or  Ood.  And 
this  is  what  Scripture  means  in  calling  the  Son  God  y  as  we  are  able 
to  prove  from  the  same  topics,  and  in  the  same  way  of  reasoning, 
which  another  might  make  use  of  to  prove  the  one  God  (or  the 
God  of  the  Jews)  to  be  the  sypreme^  eternal^  and  imwMAahle  Grod, 
against  any  Maroionite,  Valentinian,  Manichee,  or  other  hsretie^ 
that  diould  presume  to  deny  it.  Let  those,  who  object  to  us 
the  use  of  metap^sics^  try  if  they  can  come  at  the  proof  of  the 
Father's  being  self-existent^  tmderived^  one  simple^  wftcompwmded^ 
undividedy  intelligent  Agents  &c.  without  entering  into  fneteh 
physios :  and  let  them  from  thence  learn  to  distinguish  betwe^i 
fake  metaphysics  and  U'ue ;  and  not  presume  to  condemn  both 
promiscuously.  As  to  consequences,  be  they  meftaphysieai  or 
physical^  moral  or  religious^  it  matters  not,  provided  they  are  but 
juit  and  true :  which  is  the  only  thing  to  be  inquired  into.  We 
are  told,  that  ^^  the  Scripture,  when  it  mentions  Ood  absolutely, 
^'  and  by  way  of  eminence,  always  means  the  Person  of  the 
**  FatherP.''  But  this  is  an  assertion  not  only  void  of  proof,  but 
impossible  to  be  proved  ;  and  is  besides  contrary  to  all  antiquity, 
as  I  have  shewn  elsewhere^ ;  and  even  to  the  sentiments  of  the 
ancient  Arians ;  whom  our  modem  Arians  would  be  thou^t  to 
come  up  to  at  least,  though  they  really  fall  short  of  them, 
as  well  in  this,  as  in  many  other  instances.  However,  certain  it 
is,  that  the  Church  of  Christ,  down  fipom  the  very  times  of  the 
Apostles,  have  been  in  nothing  more  unanimous  than  in  styling 
the  Son,  God:  and  what  they  meant  by  that  name,  as  applied 
to  the  Son,  is  well  known  to  the  learned  from  their  worship 
of  him,  and  their  utter  abhorrence  of  any  inferior  deities  ;  from 
their  arguing  for  the  Son^s  divinity  considered  as  a  Son^  of  the 
same  nature  with  his  Father ;  from  their  similitudes  and  illus- 
trations; from  the  divisM  titles,  attributes,  and  perfections 
which  they  ascribed  to  him ;  and  indeed  from  the  whole  tenor  of 
their  writings.  This  is  a  confirmation  to  us,  that  the  Son 
of*Gt)d,  in  Scripture,  is  so  styled  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense 
of  tmoreated,  eternal^  and  necessarily-existing. 

P  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  Propos.       ^  Defrace  of  some  Queries,  vol.  i. 
zi.  Qu.  3. 
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Another  divine  title  given  to  God  the  Son,  in  holy  Scripture, 
is  CrodwUhuSy  or  Emmanuel^.  Matt.  i.  123.  A  late  writer^  would 
insinuate  that  the  word  God^  in  this  place  of  St.  Matthew,  may  be 
meant  of  the  Father.  But  the  text  is  plain  and  full  to  the 
contrary.  ^^  Behold,  a  Virgin  shall  be  with  child,  and  shall 
^'  bring  forth  a  Son,  and  they  shall  call  his  name  (the  SorCs^  not 
"  the  Father's  name)  Emmanuel^  Christ  therefore  is  Emmanuel^ 
or  God  with  us.  The  same  writer  pretends  that  the  name 
Emma/nuel  proves  nothing  more,  in  point  of  argument,  than  even 
the  names  of  places,  Jehovah-Jireh^  JehovahrShammdh^t  Jehovah- 
Shalom^  Jehovah-Nissi,  &c.  But  this  Socinian  surmise  had  been 
before  sufficiently  confuted  by  the  learned  and  judicious  Bishop 
Pearson  t;  whose  reasonings  upon  this  head  should  have  been 
answered,  instead  of  repeating  a  stale  objection.  I  shall  only 
take  notice,  that  the  early  writers  of  the  Christian  Church 
constantly  understood  that  Christ  was  reaUy  Ood  toith  tu^ 
conformable  to  his  name  Emmanuel;  and  interpreted  this  text 
of  St.  Matthew  as  we  do".     To  proceed : 

Another  divine  title  given  to  God  the  Son  in  holy  Scripture  is 
that  of  Lord  God,  which  answers  to  Jehovah  Elohim^  the  incom- 
municable  name  of  the  one  true  God.  The  first  text  of  the  New 
Testament  to  our  purpose  is  Luke  i.  16,  17.  "  Many  shall  he^* 
(viz.  John  the  Baptist)  "  turn  to  the  Lord'  their  Ood,  and  he 
"  shall  go  before  him,^  &c.  It  is  well  observed  by  a  late 
writer*,  that  "  these  words  (the  Lord  their  God)  are,  in  strict- 
"  ness  of  construction,  immediately  connected  with  the  following 
"  word,  him ;  which  must  necessarily  be  understood  of  Christ^" 
Now,  since  there  is  no  apparent  necessity  in  the  case  of  receding 
from  the  strictness  0/ construction,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  under- 


'  M€ff  fiiiMv  6  0€6s.    God,  by  way  Quod  si  Emmanuel  nobiscum  Deus 

of  excellency,  with  the  article  6  pre-  est.  Dens  autem  nobiscum  Christus 

fixed.  est,  qui  etiam  in  nobis  est  (quotquot 

«  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  71.  2d  enim  Christum  tincti  estis,  Christum 

edit.  induistis)  tam  proprius  est  Christus 

^  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  art.  ii.  p.  in  significatione  nominis,  quod   est 

130.  nobiscum  Deus,  quam  in  sono  nominis^ 

n  Diligenter  igitur  significavit  Spi-  ouod  est|  Emmanuel.     TertuL   contr. 

ritus  Sanctus  |)er  ea  quae  dicta  sunt  Marc.  lil).  iii.  cap.  12.  p.  403.  Vid.  et 

generationem  fejus  quae  est  ex  Vimne,  contr.  Prax.  cap.  27.  It.  Novat.  qap. 

et  substantiam  quoniam  Deus,  (Em-  12.  C3rprian.  Testim.  hb.  i.  cap.  6. 

mantfel  enim  nomen  hoc  significat,)  et  p.  36.  Euseb.  Comment,  in  Isa.  viL 

manifestat  quoniam  homo,  &c.  Iren.  14.  p.  381. 

lib.  iii.  cap.  21.  p.  217.  ed.  Bened.  »  Dr.  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  72. 

Vid.  et  p.  205,  212,  273.  2d  ed. 
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stand  the  words  {Lord  their  God)  of  Christ,  What  confirms 
this  construction  is,  that  the  same  St.  Luke,  in  the  third  chapter 
of  his  Gospel,  speaks  of  John  the  Baptist's  "crying  in  the 
"  wilderness,  Prepare  ye  the  way  of  the  Lord,""  chap.  iii.  4. 
which  answers  to  what  he  had  observed  chap.  i.  16,  17.  of  John 
the  Baptist's  "  going  before  him,"  that  is,  Christ,  here  called 
Lord  God,  as  there  the  Lord:  and  this  is  further  confirmed 
from  Malachi  iii.  i. "  Behold,  I  send  my  messenger,  and  he  shall 
"  prepare  the  way  before  me :  and  the  Lord,  whom  ye  seek, 
"  shall  suddenly  come  to  his  temple,  even  the  messenger  of  the 
"  covenant,"^  &c.  And  from  verse  the  76th  of  the  first  of 
St.  Luke,  where  he,  before  whom  John  the  Baptist  was  to 
go,  is  called  the  Lord,  There  is  no  reasonable  doubt  to  be 
made,  after  the  comparing  these  passages  together,  but  that  the 
Lord  (K-ipios)  in  St.  Luke  thrice,  and  in  Malachi  once,  is  to  be 
understood  of  the  Person  of  Christ,  Neither  is  this  construction 
of  St.  Luke  strange  or  new,  being  countenanced  by  Irenseusx, 
an  early  Father  of  the  second  century.  I  pass  on  to  other 
texts,  which  style  the  Son  Lord  and  God,  St.  Thomas'^s  con- 
fession, John  XX.  28.  "My  Lord  and  my  God,'"  is  pertinent 
to  our  purpose.  The  application  of  this  to  Christ  is  so  manifest 
of  itself  2,  and,  besides,  hardly  now  disputed,  that  I  need  not 
say  more  of  it.  Isa.  xl.  10,  it.  we  read  thus:  "Behold,  the 
"  Lord  God  will  come  with  strong  hand,  and  his  arm  shall  rule 
"  for  him  :  behold,  his  reward  is  with  him,  and  his  work  before 
"  him.  He  shall  feed  his  flock  like  a  shepherd,*"  &c.  This  is  to 
be  understood  of  Christ,  and  his  second  advent  to  judge  the 
world ;  as  Eusebius*^  well  interprets  it.  The  words,  "  his 
"reward  is  with  him,""  (comp.  Rev.  xxii.  12.)  and,  "he  shall 
"feed  his  flock  like  a  shepherd,"'  (comp.  John  x.  11.)  are 
sufficient  indications  of  the  Person  there  intended.  Christ 
therefore  is  Lord  God  in  the  Scripture-style,  as  well  as  the 
Father,  As  to  the  sentiments  of  the  ancients,  many  testimonies 
might  be  cited,  where  they  call  the  Son  God  and  Lord,  or  Lord 
<md  God:  but  it  wiD  be  sufficient  to  observe  their  application 
of  several  texts  of  the  Old  Testament  to  God  the  Son.  For 
instance :  Genesis  iii.  8.     "  They  heard  the  voice  of  the  Lord 


y  Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  10.  p.  185.  art.  ii.  p.  131. 

*  If  any  one  doubt  of  it,  he  may        *  Euseb.  in  loc.  p.  509. 
consult  Bishop  Pearson  on  the  Creed, 


VOL.  II. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


130  Chri$f$  dimnity  serm.  vi. 

"  God  walking  in  the  garden ^.''  Gten.  xxviii.  13.  "  I  am  the 
"  Lord  God  of  Abraham  thy  Father^.''  Exod.  iii.  14.  "  The 
"  Lord  God  of  your  Fathers'^."'  Exod.  xx.  %.  "  I  am  the  Lord 
"  thy  God^ r  and  Hos.  i.  7.  "I  will  save  them  by  the  Lord 
"  their  God^T  These,  with  many  other  like  texts s^,  were  under- 
stood by  the  ancients  in  general,  long  before  the  Council  of 
Nice,  of  God  the  Son.  From  whence  it  is  evident,  that  the 
style  and  title  of  L(yrd  God  was  thought  to  be  very  applicable  to 
God  the  Son,  and  not  peculiar  or  appropriate,  in  holy  Scripture, 
to  God  the  Father. 

True  God  is  another  divine  title  belonging  to  the  Son  of  God. 
'*  We  are  in  him  that  is  true,  even  in  (or  by)  his  Son  Jesus 
"  Christ.  This  is  the  true  God,  and  eternal  life**.^  i  John  v.  20. 
We  have  sufficient  reason  to  believe  that  God  the  Son  is  here 
called  "  true  God,""  and  "  eternal  life."  It  is  on  all  hands  con- 
fessed that  "  eternal  life,*"  in  the  style  of  St.  John,  (see  1  John 
i.  2.)  is  an  epithet  appropriate  to  the  Son^  and  is  to  be  under- 
stood of  him  in  this  very  passage.  And  thus  a  late  Arian 
writer^  interprets  the  last  words.  **  This  is  the  true  Ood^  even 
"  the  Father ;  and  this  is  the  way  that  leads  to  him,  even 
"  Jems  Christ,  who  is  the  way^  the  truths  and  the  life  r  under- 
standing eternal  life  as  another  name  for,  or  as  appropriate  to,  the 
Person  of  Jesus  Christ.  But  it  is  manifest  that  the  pronoun  this 
((Atos)  is  the  subject  of  both  the  predicates,  true  God  and 
eternal  life.  To  make  good  construction  of  it  the  other  way, 
the  sentence  should  have  run,  This  {ovroi)  is  the  tnie  God^  and 
that  other  {iK^lvos)  is  eternal  life.  But  the  words  are,  "  This 
"  (person,  oSros)  is  the  true  God  (6  iXridivos  (e>€bs)  and  eternal 
"  life*"  (koI  f)  (mi  aldvios).  There  is  no  other  subject  of  the  latter 
predicate  besides  the  oifTosy  this,  going  before.  If  it  be  said  that 
the  particle  fj  may  stand  for  avrrj^  and  so  the  sense  be,  This  is 
the  tcay,  pointing  as  it  were  to  Jesu^s  Christ  before  mentioned ; 
yet  so  the  construction  is  very  harsh  and  unnatural:  besides 

^  Theoph.Antioch.p.  129.  Tertull.  »  See  Defence  of  some  Queries, 

contx.  Prax.  cap.  16.  vol.i.  Qu.  2.  p.  291,  &c. 

^  Just.  Mart.  p.  218.    Clem.  Alex.  ^  Otdafitv  dc  on  6  vl6s  rov  Oeov 

Paed.  lib.  i.  cap.  7.  p.  131.  i^xct,   koL    dedooxcv    ^filv    duxvoioy   iva 

^  Iren.  lib.  lii.  cap.  o.  lib.  iv.  cap.  yivu>a-K<ofi(v  t6v  dkij$ip6v  (Qcdp).  koL 

5,   12.  Just.  Mart.  Apol.  i.  p.    123.  co-ficv  iv  r^  oKriOiv^,  iv  r^  vl^  aimv 

Ox.  ed.  *Ii;croi;  Xptar^'  oirrog  iariv  6  akn0iv6s 

®  Clem.  Alex.  Psed.  lib.  i.  cap.  7.  e€6s,  kqI  (^)  C^rj  almvios.  i  Jonn  v. 

p.  i^i.  20. 

'  Novat.  Trin.  cap.  12.  *  Modest  Plea,  &c.  p.  264. 
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that  the  particle  fj  is  observed  to  have  been  wanting  in  the 
Alexandrian  and  several  other  manuscripts.  Our  interpretation 
therefore  agrees  much  better  than  the  other,  with  the  words 
following  after  otroy,  this.  And  I  must  observe  further,  that  it 
agrees  also  better  with  the  words  going  before  it.  "  We  are  in 
"  him  that  is  true,  even  in  (or  ^ven  hy)  his  Son  Jesus  Christ."" 
Then  follows  immediately  cJrrosy  this,  this  Person,  immediately 
before  mentioned,  viz.  Jesus  Christ.  For,aUowing  that  a  pronoun 
may  sometimes  refer  to  a  remote  antecedent^  yet  is  it  not  so  usual, 
nor  so  natural ;  neither  should  it  be  presumed  to  do  so,  without 
a  manifest  necessity.  Having  shewn  that  the  context  plainly 
favours  our  construction^  let  us  next  examine  the  pretences  on 
the  contrary  side. 

It  is  said^,  that  the  most  and  best  MSS.  read  tov  AkrjOiviv  Gc^r, 
the  true  God,  instead  of  rbv  iXridwbvy  him  that  is  true :  and  so 
the  words  will  run  thus :  "  We  know  that  the  Son  of  God  is 
^^  come,  and  hath  given  us  an  understanding  that  we  may  know 
"  the  true  God,  (viz.  the  Father,)  and  we  are  in  him  that  is  true, 
"  (the  true  God  before  spoken  of,)  in  (that  is,  by)  his  Son  Jesus 
"  Christ.  This  is  the  true  God,  and  eternal  life."  But  admit- 
ting this  reading  of  the  words,  it  is  so  far  from  confronting  the 
sense  before  given,  that  it  rather  confirms  it.  For  then  it  comes 
to  this ;  that  we  are  in  the  true  God,  viz.  the  Father,  by  being 
in  his  Son,  because  that  Son  is  the  true  God.  This  con- 
struction is  so  far  from  being  absurd  or  flat,  that  it  is  very  ex- 
pressive and  significant ;  intimating  that  there  is  none  so  certain 
way  of  knowing  the  true  God,  as  by  a  teacher  who  is  himself 
trtie  God;  nor  any  other  way  of  being  reconciled  to  God,  but 
by  being  united  with  one  who  is  Ood :  that  the  Son  of  God 
cdone  can  be  able  to  unite  us  to  the  true  God,  and  that  because 
he  himself  is  true  God;  who  by  being  incarnate  could  join  the 
divine  and  human  natures,  God  and  man,  in  one.  This  kind  of 
reasoning  is  very  much  insisted  on  by  the  ancient  Fathers^; 

^  Clarke's   Script.   Doctr.   p.   51.  do(aCovTos  (leg.  didofoyrof)  Touritmv, 

2d  ed.  av€v   Gcov  /i^  ytv^o'Ma'Btu  rhv  Q€6v. 

^  *Av€UcpiV€i  d(  Ka\  Tovs  'Hfii^vovs.  Ibid.  p.  234. 
U&s  ^vvavru  a-o>3rjv<u,  ci  firj  6  Qths  ^v         Et  ft^  6  Q€6s  €dci>fnja-aTo  t^v  a-corrj* 

6  rffv  a-cynjpiav  aMav  iiii  yns  (pyaad"  picof,  ovk  hv  /3ej3aia>f  tirxptifv  avrfiv* 

liKVos ;    tj  TT&s  &vBpixmos  x»piia'9t  ctr  icol  d  p^  avvrivoi>Orf  6  Svdpanos  rS  dcf , 

Oc6v,  €t  prj  6  Bebs  ^xiop^Orj  tis  SpBpiO-  ovk  hv  rj^wriOrj  p^raax'^'iv  Tiyj  a(f)6ap' 

wap;  Iren,  p.  271.  a-Las'  tbti  yap  rhv  p^a-irqv  Q€ov  re  Koi 

*Edtda^v   rifias  6  Kvpios,  ^ri  Qcbv  apOpomtiV,  ^th  Trjs  Ibias  np6s  tKoripovs 

€ld€vai   ovdfis  bCvarcu  p^   ov;(l   Gcov  olK(i6rrjro9,   €h  <f>ikla¥    Koi    6p6voiap 
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and  upon  this  account  the  divimty  of  our  blessed  Lord  was 
looked  upon  by  them,  as  an  article  of  the  utmost  importance  to 
salvation.  Now  we  see  from  whence  they  borrowed  their  notions, 
namely,  from  the  Apostles,  from  St.  John  especially ;  who,  as  he 
began  his  Gospel  with  observing  that  the  Father  is  God^  and 
the  Son  God  also ;  so  he  ended  his  Epistle,  teaching  us  to  believe 
in  the  Father,  as  the  trm  God^  and  in  the  Son,  as  the  tnis  God 
too ;  which  comes  to  the  same  with  the  other.  Add  to  this, 
that  St.  John,  very  probably  in  his  Epistle,  as  well  as  Gospdy 
(which  were  not  wrote  long  after  one  another,)  had  a  particular 
respect  to  the  heresies  then  growing  up,  namely,  of  Cerinthus 
and  the  Ebionites'",  who,  as  they  denied  the  divinity  of  our 
Saviour,  so  also  denied  any  divine  Sonship,  antecedent  to  the 
birth  of  the  Virgin.  Hence  it  is  that  St.  John  so  often  inculcates, 
through  this  Epistle,  the  necessity  of  believing  in  the  Son,  "  He 
^'  that  hath  the  Son  hath  life ;  and  he  that  hath  not  the  Son  of 
"  God  hath  not  life,"  chap.  v.  ver.  t2.  (See  also  ver.  lo,  i  J,  13. 
and  chap  iii.  ver.  23.)  Now,  what  sort  o{  Son,  or  Son  of  God, 
St.  John  must  have  meant,  appears  sufficiently  from  the  first 
chapter  of  his  Gospel :  he  was  the  only-hegoUen  Logos,  that  was 
with  God,  and  was  GW,  and  "  by  whom  all  things  were  made.**' 
Such  a  Son  of  God  as  this,  the  Corinthians  and  Ebionites  denied 
our  Lord  to  be ;  believing  him  to  be  a  Ttiere  man,  that  had  no 
existence  before  he  became  man.  Nothing  therefore  could  be 
more  directly  levelled  against  those  heresies  than  this  very  verse 
of  St.  John's  Epistle,  asserting  at  once  Christ's  proper  Sonship, 
and  his  trm  divinity  ;  which  indeed  amount  to  one  and  the  same 


Toifs  dfi(f}OT€povs  avvayayelv.  Ibid.  p.  fuisse,  unde  et  compulsus  est  divinam 

211.  ejus  nativitatem edicere.  Hieron,  Catal, 

See  passages  of  like  import  with  .Script,  n.  ix.  p.  105. 

this  last  citation  from  Irenaeus,  in  the  Irenaeus,  before  Jerome,    testifies 

authors  following.  that  St.  John's  Gospel  was  wrote  par- 

TertuUian,  Apol.  cap.  21.  DeCam.  ticularly  against  the  error  of  Cerin- 

Christi,  cap.  5.     De  Resurr.  cap.  63.  thus.  iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  11. 

CJontr.  Prax.  cap.  28.   Novatian,  cap.  The  same  Irenaeus  intimates,  that 

18, 19.  Clemens  Alex.  p.  251.  Origen.  St.  John's  Epistle  pointed  at  the  same 

contr.  Cels.  p.  131.     Hippolytus,  vol.  heresy,  Vid.  Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  16.  p. 

ii.  p.  45.  Cyprian,  de  Idol.  Van.  p.  15.  206.  And  TertuUian  is  still  more  par- 

Testim.  p.  37.  Lactantius,  lib.  iv.  cap.  ticular  in  these  words  : 

13,  25.  In  Epistola,  eos  maxime  Antichh-^ 

.  ™  Scripsit  Evangelium,  ro^tus  ab  stos  vocat,  qui  Christum  negarent  in* 

Asiae  Episcopis,  adversus  Cennthum,  came  venisse,  et  qui  non  putarent 

ahosque  haereticos,  et  maxime  tunc  Jesum  esse  FiUum  Dei:  illud  Mar- 

Ebionitarum  dogma  consur^ens,  qui  cicn,  hoc  Hebion  vindicavit.    TertuU, 

asserunt,  Christum  ante  Mariam  non  Pr<Bscript,  adv,  Hmres,  cap.  33. 
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thing.  These  considerations  put  together  abundantly  make 
good  our  interpretation  of  this  controverted  text.  But  the 
author  of  Scripture  Doctrine^  is  pleased  to  censure  our  con- 
struction of  this  passage  of  St.  John  as  modern.  "  Some  mo- 
"  dems,'"  he  says,  "  refer  this  to  Christ ;  but  others,  with  all 
"  the  ancients,  understand  it  of  God  the  Father .'^  It  may 
be  thought  somewhat  hard  -to  have  a  construction  censured 
as  modem,  which  has  undoubtedly  prevailed  in  the  Christian 
Church  thirteen  centuries  upwards©,  if  not  higher.  The  Catho- 
lics of  the  fourth  century  cited  it  in  this  sense,  without  the 
least  scruple,  and  without  any  intimation,  so  far  as  I  can  find, 
that  it  was  ever  otherwise  understood.  The  Arians  themselves, 
as  seems  very  probable,  admitted  this  construction  P  ;  or  certain  . 
it  is  that  many  of  them  allowed  that  the  Son  was  0(^9  itkrjOtvbs^ 
true  God^  (I  suppose  in  virtue  of  this  text,  since  they  objected 
not  against  the  title  as  unscriptural,)  but  they  eluded  the  Catholic 
sense  of  it<i.  The  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  probably  understood 
the  text  just  as  the  Post-Nicene  Catholics  did;  only  they  had 
less  occasion  to  cite  it,  having  so  many  other  texts,  both  of  the 
Old  and  New  Testament,  to  produce  in  proof  of  the  Son''s  being 
God ;  which  was  the  same  with  them  as  true  God^  the  distinction 
between  God  and  true  God  being  hardly  ever  started  before  the 
Arian  controversy.  It  is  a  very  singular  way  of  speaking,  which 
the  author  of  Scripture  Doctrine  makes  use  of,  when  he  says, 
all  the  ancients  understood  this  text  of  God  the  Father.  Who 
would  not  imagine  from  hence,  that  some  <ww,  at  least,  of  the 
ancients  might  be  produced,  interpreting  the  text  as  he  pretends 
they  did!  Yet  certain  it  is,  that  he  cannot  produce  one.  The 
fact  is  only  this ;  that  none  of  the  writers  of  the  three  first 
centuries  interpreted  this  text  at  all :  from  whence  this  author, 
I  suppose,  concludes  (if  we  may  judge  of  him  from  a  friend  of 
his,  without  a  nameO  that  the  text  must,  in  course,  have  been 
understood  of  the  Father,  This  precarious,  groundless  inference 
(without  letting  his  readers  know  that  it  is  no  more  than  an 

"»  Clarke's   Script.   Doctr.   p.   51.  p.  65.    August,  contr.  Max.  lib.  ii. 

2d  ed.  p.  705.  Serm.  cxl.  p.  681. 

*>  Athanasius,  p.  90,  283, 558, 684,  P  See  Ambrose,  Epist.  Class,  i.  p. 

888.    Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  Ub.  iv.  p.  791.  ed.  Bened. 

106.  Didym.  in  loc.  Cyril.  Alex.  Dial.  q  Theodor.  Ecd.  Hist.  lib.  i.  p.  28, 

8.  ad  calc.     Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  i.  r  Modest  Plea,  &c.  p.  261. 
cap.  17.  p.  467.     Hieron.  Not.  in  Is. 
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inference)  he  puts  upon  ub  as  undoubted  fact  in  Scripture  Doc- 
trine ;  which  is  greatly  abusing  his  readers. 

The  sum  then  of  what  hath  been  pleaded  for  our  interpreta- 
tion of  the  passage  is,  that  it  is  literai  and  grammatical ;  agree- 
able to  the  context^  and  to  the  doctrine  of  St.  John  in  other 
places ;  that  it  suits  perfectly  well  with  the  analogy  of  faith,  and 
the  undoubted  principles  of  the  primitive  Church ;  that  there 
is  no  one  instance  of  any  contrary  interpretation  of  the  text  in 
all  antiquity^  but  all  that  there  are,  are  fully  and  clearly  for  it ; 
that  the  objections  against  it  are  truly  m^odem^  and,  besides,  of 
little  or  no  weight  in  themselves.  Upon  the  whole,  every  reason- 
able man  may  be  left  to  judge  whether  this  or  the  other  inter- 
pretation ought  to  be  preferred.     To  proceed : 

Another  divine  title  given  to  the  Son,  in  holy  Scripture,  is 
great  God,  *'  *  Looking  for  that  blessed  hope,  and  the  glorious 
"  appearing  of  the  great  God  and  our  Saviour^  (or,  our  great 
God  and  Saviour)  "Jesus  Christ.^  Tit.  ii.  13.  What  we  insist 
upon  here  is,  that  the  titles  of  great  God  and  Saviour  are,  in 
this  passage,  equally  applied  to  Christ.  Our  adversaries  them- 
selves cannot  but  confess  that  the  words  wiD  grammatically  bear 
this  construction^ :  and  we  have  good  reason  to  believe,  that, 
all  things  considered,  they  can  fairly  bear  no  other,  i.  Because 
of  the  omission  of  the  article  tov  before  <r(aTrjpos,  which,  in  strict 
propriety  of  language,  should  have  been  inserted,  had  the  Apo- 
stle been  speaking  of  two  Persons ;  as  the  article  generally  is 
(though  not  altoays)  in  such  cases,  where  different  subject<s  are 
intended ":  and  it  is  observable,  that  the  Apostle  goes  on  in 
speaking  of  Christ  only,  without  a  word  of  the  Father y  ver.  14. 
which  makes  it  still  the  more  probable  that  the  article  tov  would 
have  been  inserted,  had  he  intended  different  persons.  12.  Be- 
cause iTn<f>6.v€ia^  the  appearing^  is  always  <,  in  the  New  Testament, 
ascribed  to  the  Son  alone,  and  never  to  the  Father.  For  though 
it  be  said,  Matt.  xvi.  27.  that  "the  Son  of  man  shall  come  or 
"  appear  in  the  glory  of  his  Father,^  yet  it  is  no  where  in  the 
New  Testament  said,  that  the  Father  shall  appear ^  but  the  Son 
only.   If  it  be  replied,  that  it  is  not  here  said  that  the  grecU  God^ 

*  Upovhrxiiuvoi  r^  uoKoplav  A-  2d  edit. 

nida,  icol  cnri^oyfcay  rrjg  o6$fjs  tov  /**-  ^  Vid.   M.   MarUn,  Traits  de  la 

yoKov  0€ov  Koi  (rwrfipos  ^fMi>»  'hjtrov  Relig.  Revel,  part  iii.  p.  262,  &c. 

XptoTov.  1U,  ii.  13.  '  See  2  Thess.  ii.  8.  i  Tim.  vi.  14. 

t  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.    p.  77.  2  Tlin.  i.  10.  iv.  i,  8. 
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or  Father^  shall  appear,  but  his  ghry  only;  I  answer,  that 
lni^v€ui  rrjs  b6(ris  does  not  necessarily  signify  the  appearing  of 
glory,  but  may  properly  signify  the  glorious  appearance ;  as  it  is 
rightly  rendered  in  our  English  version  y.  Against  this  construc- 
tion of  the  text  it  is  objected*,  that  the  title  of  great  God  is,  in 
the  Old  and  New  Testament,  the  character  of  the  Father :  which, 
if  true,  does  not  prove  that  it  may  not,  in  this  place,  be  the  cha- 
racter of  the  Son  too.  But  the  fact  is  very  uncertain,  and  may 
as  easily  be  denied  as  asserted.  As  to  the  texts  of  the  Old 
Testament,  since  there  is  nothing  to  distinguish  whether  they 
are  meant  of  God  the  Father,  or  Son,  or  both,  or  of  the  whole 
Trinity,  no  certain  Argument  can  be  drawn  from  them.  The 
God  of  Jsrael  is  the  great  God  there  spoken  of;  and  it  is  begging 
the  question  to  interpret  the  passages  of  the  Father  only.  As 
to  the  New  Testament,  there  is  but  one  single  text  cited  to  this 
purpose;  and  it  is  Rev.  xix.  17.  where  (if  that  be  the  true 
reading)  mention  is  made  of  the  supper  of  the  great  God ;  which 
the  objectors  imagine  to  be  spoken  of  the  Father.  But  if  it  be 
considered  that  our  blessed  Saviour  is  styled  "  King  of  kings, 
"  and  Lord  of  lords,^  ver.  16.  but  a  very  little  before  the  supper 
of  the  great  God  is  mentioned  ;  and  that  the  Apostle  goes  on 
speaking  of  Christ  (not  God  the  Father)  described  as  sitting  on 
the  horse,  ver.  19.  comp.  ver.  11.  and  as  slaying  those  whose  Jlesk 
was  to  be  given  to  the  fowls^  ver.  21.  that  is,  as  providing  that 
very  supper  which  is  called,  ver.  17.  "  the  supper  of  the  great 
"  God,^  because  of  the  great  GocTs  providing  or  making  it :  I  say, 
if  we  lay  these  things  together,  we  shall  be  inclined  to  think 
that  this  text  of  the  Revelation,  instead  of  answering  the  pur- 
pose of  the  objectors,  is  another  evidence  of  the  Son'^s  being 
styled  great  God;  and  so  helps  to  confirm  our  interpretation 
of  the  text  in  Titus,  whereof  we  have  been  treating.  We  have 
seen  then  that  there  is  no  objection  of  weight  to  be  made  against 
our  interpretation. 

In  confirmation  of  what  hath  been  urged  in  favour  of  our 
construction  of  the  place,  I  may  observe  further,  that  *  Basil, 
Gregory  Nyssen,  Epiphanius,  Chrysostom,  and  Austin,  of  the 

J  See  Martin^  Traits  de  la  Relig.  ^  Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  lib.  iv.  p. 

Revel,  part  iii.  cap.  17.  p.  271,  &c.  107.  Greg.  Nyss.  contr.  Eun.  p.  365. 

*  Clarke's  Reply,  p.  86.     Modest  Epiphan.    Ancor.  p.   74.    Chrysost. 

Plea,  &c.  p.  250.  Comp.  True  Script,  torn.  i.  hom.  30.  p.  341.     Hoin.  in 

Doctr.  p.  26.  and  True  Script.  Doctr.  Joh.  p.  36. 
continued,  p.  84,  &c. 
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fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  interpret  the  text  as  we  do.  And  if 
we  may  judge  of  the  Ariaus  from  Maximin,  a  celebrated  Bishop 
amongst  them  of  the  fifth  century,  they  also  admitted  the  same 
interpretation^;  so  uncontested  a  thing  was  it  at  that  time. 
We  have  the  less  reason  to  wonder  at  it,  because  the  Ante- 
Nicene  Catholics  before,  very  probably,  understood  the  text  in 
the  same  sense.  For  we  find  <^  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  of  the 
second  century,  and  ^  Hippolytus  of  the  third,  interpreting  it  in 
the  same  way  :  nor  is  there  any  instance  in  all  antiquity,  so  far 
as  appears,  of  any  contrary  or  different  interpretation.  I  shall 
only  add,  that  the  title  of  great  God  was  without  scruple  applied 
to  God  the  Son  by  the  ancients,  as  appears  from  express  testi- 
monies«,  and  as  we  may  reasonably  judge  from  Eusebius's^so 
applying  it,  had  we  no  other  testimonies  for  it. 

Mighty  God  is  another  divine  title  given  to  God  the  Son 
in  holy  Scripture.  "  His  name  shall  be  called  Wonderful, 
'^  Counsellor,  The  Mighty  God,""  &c.  Is.  ix.  6.  El  gibbor,  the 
same  title  which  is  given  to  the  one  supreme  God  of  Israel, 
Is.  X.  21.  Besides  that  the  Hebrew  word  Ely  as  Jerome 
observes^,  is  for  the  most  part  the  proper  title  of  the  one  true 
God.  The  LXX,  as  the  same  Jerome  remarks**  in  rendering 
Is.  ix.  6.  have  took  a  very  unusual  freedom.  For,  thinking 
it  strange  and  harsh  to  apply  the  name  of  God^  and  Mighty,  &c. 
to  a  person  just  before  called  a  child,  they  chose  rather  to  vai-y 
the  sense,  and  to  make  a  comment,  instead  of  a  translation, 
putting  fjL€yakr]s  fiovkijs  ''AyycAoy,  Angel  of  the  great  counsel^ 
instead  of  those  other  higher  titles  and  epithets.     But,  more 


^  Vid.  August.  Oper.  torn.  viii.  p.  takes  this  passage. 

656.  f  Euseb.  in  I^alm.  p.  639. 

c  Clem.  Alex.  d.  7.  ed.  Ox.  ts  Deus  separatim,  qui  Hebraice  El 

^  Hippolytus  ae  Antichristo,  cap.  dicitur.     Denique  in  consequentibus 

bdv.  Ixvii.  p.  31,  33.  Fabric.     It  may  ubi  lepmus :  "Tu  es  enim  Deus  et 

be  doubted  whether  this  piece  be  ge-  "  nesciebamus."    Et  iterum  :  '*  Ego 

nuine.  **  sum  Deus,  et  non  est  alius  prseter 

e  Clem.  Alex.  Psedag.  lib.  i.  cap.  "  me,"  et  multa  his  similia,  pro  eo 

5.  p.  112.  Testament.  Patriarch.  Grab,  quod    in    Latino    dickur    Deus,  in 

Spic.  vol.  i.  p.  156.    Origen.  contr.  Hebraico  El  scriptum  est.    Hieron. 

Cels.  lib.  vii.  p.  343.  Comm.  in  Is,  p.  85.  ed.  Bened. 

Origen's  meanu^  is  exceedingclear,  ^  Qua  nominum  majestate  perter- 

that  to  say  that  Chd  the  Word,  (as  ritos  LXX  reor  non  esse  ausos  de 

such,)  or  Truth,  or  Life,  &c.  shoiild  puero  dicere  quod  apcrte  Deus  appel- 

die,  is  as  much  as  to  say,  that  the  landus  sit,  et  csetera :  sed  pro  his  sex 

great  God  should  die,  or  become  a  nominibus  posuisse  quod  in  Hebraico 

servant.  The  Modest  Pleader  there-  non  habetur  ma^i  consilii  Angelum, 

fore  {Modest  Plea,  &c.  p.  251.)  mis-  &c.    Hieron,    ibid.  p.  86. 
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probably,  the  fault  lay  not  in  the  LXX  Interpreters,  but  in  the 
Jews,  who  after  Christ's  time  had  corrupted  some  copies  of  the 
LXX.  Certain  it  is  that  Irenseus,  who  was  a  professed 
admirer  and  foUower  of  the  version  of  the  LXX,  (looking  upon 
it  as  an  inspired  performances)  yet  quotes  not  this  text  of 
Isaiah,  viz.  ix.  6.  according  to  the  Septuagint,  as  it  now  is,  or  as 
it  was,  in  some  copies  at  least,  in  the  time  of  St.  Jerome, 
Eusebius,  and  even  Justin  Martyr*';  but  according  to  what 
it  should  be,  and  as  it  lies  in  the  Hebrew  text  * ;  citing  it 
in  proof  of  the  divinity  of  Christ.  In  like  manner,  Clemens  of 
Alexandria,  though  equally  an  admirer  of  the  Septuagint 
version™,  yet  cites  the  same  text  of  Isaiah,  much  after  the  same 
sense  with  Irenaeus,  and  not  according  to  the  LXX" ;  drawing 
an  argument  from  thence  of  the  greatness,  majesty,  and  essen- 
tial divinity,  of  the  Son  of  God.  It  is  the  less  to  be  wondered 
at,  if  afterwards  we  but  seldom  meet  with  this  text  cited  in 
proof  of  Christ's  divinity,  since  the  Septuagint,  which  the 
primitive  fathers  chiefly  foUowed  and  quoted  from,  exhibited 
another  sense  of  the  passage.  Yet  we  find  it  cited  by  Atha- 
nasius**  (if  that  piece  be  his)  and  the  elder  Cyril  p,  for  that  purpose. 
And  there  the  verse  is  cited  according  to  the  Hebrew  original ; 
only  taking  in  part  of  the  LXX's  translation :  from  whence  one 
might  suspect  that  there  had  been  two  versions  of  the  same 
words,  and  both,  by  degrees,  taken  into  the  text,  and  tacked 
together.  To  what  hath  been  said  I  shall  only  add,  that  the 
mighty  God,  spoken  of  Psal.  1.  i .  has  been  generally  believed  by 
the  primitive  fathers  to  be  God  the  Son**.  But  there  the  words 
mighty  God  are  the  rendering  of  El  Elohim,  and  signify  God 

*  Vid.  Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  21.  p.  215.  /SovXoy,    Qehs    laxvo^s,  t^ova-iaoT^s, 

^  See  Dial.  p.  229.  ed.  Jebb.  Spx<ov  €lpfiinjs,  irarrip  roO  /icXXovror 

1  Vocatur  nomen  ejus  admirabilis^  alwvos.  Atkan.  de  Incam,  contr.  Arian. 

consiliarius,  Deus  fortis.     Deusfortis  cap.  xxii.  p.  889.  Comp.  Apost.  Con- 

est,     et    inenarrabile    habet    genus,  stit.  lib.  v.  cap.  16.  Pseud.  Ignat.  ad 

/r«i.  p.  273.  Antioch.  cap.  3. 

»»  Vid.  Qem.  Alex.  Strom,  i.  p.  410.  p  KoXctrai  t6  ivofia  avrov  fKyoKrjs 

^  Oavficurrbs  ovfifiovkos,  Qebs  ^vva-  PovKrjs  lijs  tov  irarphs  "AyytXost  ^av- 

oT^f,  frarrlp  almvios i>  tov  fuyaKov  fiaarbs  avpfiovXos,  Q€6s  lax^pos.  Sec, 

0€ov'  tl>  TOV  TcXe/ov  iratdiov  vi6s€V7raTp\  Et  odv  Qihs  laxyp^i  tovto  t6  ttcu^lov, 

Kal  trarrip  cv  vly.     Clem,  Alex,  Pad,  ntpi  avrov  drjXov  6ipi;icc  Aa^i^.  *0<fc^- 

lib.  i.  p.  112.  crrrcu  6  Qe^s  t&v  Qt&p  iv  2i<av.  Psal. 

Q€6v  Urvvp^v,  Oebv  nai^iop  Krjpvrrei.  Ixxxiii.  8.  Cyril,  Hierosol.  p.  332.  Ox. 

Dionys,   Alex,    Epist.   contr,    Paul,  ^  See  Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  6.  p.  180. 

Samos,  p.  852.  Labb.  Cyprian,  adv.  Jud.  lib.  ii.  cap.  28.  p. 

°  YjakiiTcu  Tb  Bvofia  avTov  fi€ya\rjs  40.  et  de  Bon.  Patient,  p.  220.  Euseb. 

^ovXrjs    "AyycKos,     BavpwrThs,    trvp.-  in  Psal.  p.  209. 
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of  gods ;  which  however,  in  sense,  are  at  least  tantamount  to  the 
other. 

Another  divine  title  ascribed  to  the  Son  in  holy  Scripture  is, 
"  over  all  God  blessed  for  ever,^  Bom.  ix.  5.  That  this  is  said 
of  Christy  not  of  God  the  Father^  appears  from  the  whole 
context,  and  the  very  form^  of  expression.  *0  S}v  naturally 
refers  to  the  person  of  Christ  immediately  before  spoken  of :  and 
the  antithesis^  between  what  he  is  according  to  the  JlesA,  and 
what  according  to  the  spirit^  requires  it.  Thus  all  the  ancients^ 
*  Catholics  and  heretics,  constantly  understood  the  words,  re- 
ferring them  to  Christ,  as  here  called  "  over  all  God  blessed  for 
*'  ever.^  The  author  of  Scripture  Doctrine  says,  that  "  the  word 
"  0€O5,  Ood,  is  wanting  in  many  MSS"."  But,  I  presume,  Bp. 
Pearson  and  Dr.  Mills,  who  both  declare  all  the  manuscripts 
have  it*,  may  be  believed,  till  he  produces  his  vouchers,  or 
explains  his  meaning.  The  reading  of  the  place  being  fixed  and 
certain,  and  its  reference  to  Christ  no  less  certain/,  as  well  from 
the  context  itself,  as  from  the  constant,  uniform  sense  of 
all  antiquity,  we  may  now  proceed  to  consider  the  force  and 
significancy  of  the  phrase,  "over  all  God  blessed  forever.*"  Our 
blessed  Lord  is  not  only  here  called  GW,  but  God  with  a  very 
high  epithet,  over  aU,  iiii  wairrwi;,  the  very  same  that  is  applied 
to  the  Father  himself,  Eph.  iv.  6.  and  is  there  rendered  above 
ail.  Besides  this,  there  is  the  addition  of  evKoyrjTbs  €1^  rois 
al&vasf  blessed  for  ever :  which  again  is  the  very  same  that 
St.  Paul  applies  to  the  eternal  Creator y  Bom.  i.  25.  Add  to 
this,  that  the  title  of  blessed,  as  Bishop  Pearson  observes,  "  of 
"  itself  elsewhere  signifies  the  supreme  God,  and  was  always 
"  used  by  the  Jews  to  express  that  one   God  of  Israel  2.*^ 

^  Comp.  3  Cor.  xi.  31.  translations.    Pearson  on  the  Creed, 

•  Comp.  Rom.  i.  3, 4.  See  Grabe's  art.  ii.  p.  133. 

Not.  in  BulL  Def.  F.  N.  sect.  ii.  cap.  3.  Non  tantum  codd.  omnino  nulli 

^  See  the  testimonies  referred  to  in  omittunt  Gf^r,  sed  neque  ipsa  Syriaca 

Dr.  Mills.    To  which  may  be  added  versio.    Verbo  dicam  lectionem  banc 

Hippolytus  contr.  Noet.  cap.  vi.  p.  10.  praeferunt   MSS.  omnes.    MiUs    in 

ed.  Fabric,  vol.  2.  locum, 

•»  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  75.  2d  7  Some  have  pretended  to  under- 

ed.   Comp.  Reply,  p.  86.  and  Modest  stand   the    words    **  over    all    God 

Plea,  p.  142.  "  blessed,"  &c.  of  God  the  Father, 

^  The  pretence  of  Erasmus  from  whose  pretences  see  confuted  by  Dr. 

the  fEithers  is  vain ;   and  as  vain  is  Grabe  m  his  Remarks  on  Mr.  Whis- 

that  of  Grotius  from  the  Svriac  trans-  ton's  Collection  of  Testimonies,  p.  23, 

lation,  which  hath  in  it  tne  name  of  24,  &c. 

6o(/ expressly,  as  weU  as  a// /Ae  copter  «  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  art.  ii. 

of  the  original,  and  all  the  rest  01  the  p.  133. 
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In  answer  to  our  argument  from  this  text,  it  is  said,  that 
if  "  Christ  be  God  over  all,  yet  it  is  manifest  that  he  is  excepted, 
"  by  communication  of  whose  divine  power  and  supreme  author- 
"ity  Christ  is  God  over  aU*.""  Without  doubt,  the  Father 
is  excepted  out  of  the  number  of  those  things,  over  which  the 
Son  is  God.  No  CathoUc  ever  pretended  otherwise.  Those 
general  expressions,  over  ally  &c.  leave  room  for  such  tacit 
exceptions  as  either  other  Scriptures  or  the  reason  of  the  thing 
shews,  ought  to  be  made.  And  this,  we  hope,  will  be  remem- 
bered, in  favour  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit^  as  often  as  the 
Father  is  said  to  be  ahove  ally  &c.  that  such  expressions  may  not 
be  strained  beyond  their  just  and  proper  meaniug.  As  to  what 
is  hinted  under  the  word  commwnicationy  by  way  of  lessening,  it 
is  hardly  deserving  notice.  Supreme  power^  whether  com- 
municated or  uncommunicated,  is  supreme  power :  and  if  the 
Son  has  it  commfmicated,  then  certainly  he  has  it;  which  is 
BUJBScient  to  our  purpose.  Only  we  must  observe,  that  the  text 
now  under  consideration  says  nothing  of  what  is  commmiicatedy 
but  of  what  is :  6  ibv,  who  iSy  not  o  hiar^Tayiiivosy  who  is 
appointedy  over  all,  &c.  It  is  very  trifling  in  our  adversaries  to 
refer  us  to  i  Cor.  xv.  27.  where  it  is  said,  that  "  all  things  are 
"  put  under"^  Christ :  as  if  the  force  of  our  argument  lay  more  in 
the  words  "over  all,*"  than  in  the  words  "God  blessed  for 
"  ever ;""  or  as  if  Christ's  mediatorial  Jdngdomy  conmiencing 
at  the  resurrection,  can  any  way  account  for  his  being  Crody 
which  he  certainly  was  before  the  creation.  See  John  i.  i.  com- 
pared with  Coloss.  i.  15,  16,  &c. 

Another  divine  title  given  to  the  Son  in  holy  Scripture  is 
Jehovahy  the  incommunicable  name  of  the  one  true  God.  The 
fact  I  need  not  here  prove,  having  done  it  elsewhere^ ;  besides 
that  it  is  readily  confessed  by  our  adversaries^^.  That  the  name 
Jehovah  has  reference  to  the  necessary  existence  of  the  person  so 
named  in  his  otcn  righty  is  acknowledged  by  the  best  critics, 
ancient  and  modem;  and  admitted  even  by  our  adversaries^. 
And  since  they  have  no  good  reason  to  suspect  that  the  Son  of 
Qod  hath  it  not  in  his  oton  righty  we  may  have  leave  to  infer 
that  he  is  necessarily  existing y  as  well  as  the  Father.     To  this  it  is 

*  Clarke's    Script.  Doctr.  p.   75.        «  Clarke's    Reply,    p.    143,   163. 

3d  ed.  Modest  Plea,  p.  21. 

*>  Serm.  i.  p.  43,  &c.  Defence  of        *  See    Clarke's    Reply,    p.    164. 

Queries,  vol.  1.  p.  308,  309.  Comp.  Script.  Doctr.  p.  364.  3d  ed. 
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objected,  that  then  there  will  be  two  Jeho'oahsy  Father  and  Son®. 
To  which  it  is  answered,  that  two  necessarily  existing  persons 
may  as  well  be  one  Jehcyoahy  as  one  God :  and  to  assert  the 
contrary  is  only  taking  for  granted  the  main  thing  to  be  proved. 
It  is  further  pretended,  that  Jehovah  is  not  the  name  of  the 
essence  or  substance^  but  of  the  person  whose  it  is.  Had  it  been 
said  oi  the  persons y  instead  of  i\ie  person,  whose  it  is,  we  should 
have  no  occasion  to  differ:  but  to  suppose  it  the  name  of 
one  person  only^  is  begging  the  question.  Jehovah  is  the  name 
of  as  many  persons  as  are  of  the  same  necessarily  existing 
substance;  and  is  sometimes  taken  essentially  and  sometimes 
personally^  in  like  manner  as  the  name  God.  It  is  further  said, 
that  Jehovah  is  the  name  of  a  living  person^  not  of  an  abstract 
substance^.  As  if  they,  who  suppose  it  the  name  of  three  living 
persons^  were  not  as  clear  of  this  charge  of  making  it  the  name 
of  an  ahstract  substance^  as  they  who  make  it  the  name  of  one 
only.  No  one  supposes  it  to  be  the  name  of  an  ahstract 
substance^  but  the  name  of  a  person^  or  persons^  expressing  his  or 
their  substance  considered  as  necessarily  existing.  Whatever 
abstraction  there  is,  in  this  partial  way  of  considering  any  thing, 
or  things,  under  such  precise  formality,  as  necessarily  existing^ 
it  holds  equally,  whether  JeJiovah  be  the  name  of  one  person, 
or  more :  for  neither  one  person  nor  more  are  called  Jehovah^ 
6  t)Vy  or  Th  ivy  any  otherwise  considered  than  as  necessarily 
existing.  This  being  really  the  case,  our  adversaries,  upon  their 
ovm  hypothesis^  may  as  well  suppose  it  the  name  of  an  ahstract 
substancCy  as  they  may  upon  ours.  For  whenever  they  consider  a 
person  merely  as  necessarily  existingy  they  do  not,  under  the 
same  notion,  conceive  him  under  a  dijerent  notion ;  the  same 
idea  being  neither  more  nor  less  than  the  same  idea.  They 
must  in  this  case  abstract  from  the  idea  of  personality,  and 
consider  the  person  no  further  than  as  the  subject  or  substratum 
of  that  one  property  of  necessary  existence :  and  consequently 
they  make  Jehovahy  thus  precisely  considered,  the  name  of  an 
abstract  substance,  as  much  as  we  :  though,  in  strict  propriety  of 
language,  neither  they  nor  we  do  it  at  all.  For,  ahstraA:t  sub- 
stance is  indeed  solecism  in  speech ;  nothing  being  properly 
abstrcujt  except  ideas.     But  I  proceed  : 


e  See  Modest  Plea,  &c.  p.  374.  See  the  same  objection  repeated,  p. 

'  See  Modest  Plea,   &c.   p.   393.     160,  163,  352,  373,  274,  281. 
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Another  divine  title  ascribed  to  God  the  Son,  in  holy  Scrip- 
ture, is  Almiffhty^  as  we  imperfectly  render  the  Greek  word, 
vavroKpiriip.  The  most  remarkable  passage  to  our  purpose  is 
in  the  first  chapter  of  the  Apocalypse.  ^^  Behold,  he  cometh 
**  with  clouds ;  and  every  eye  shall  see  him,  and  they  also 
^*  which  pierced  him :  and  all  kindreds  of  the  earth  shall  wail 
"  because  of  him.  Even  so.  Amen.  I  am  Alpha  and  Omega, 
^'  the  Beginning  and  the  Ending,  saith  the  Lord,  which  is,  and 
"  which  was,  and  which  is  to  come,  the  Almighty.'"  Rev.  i.  7,  8. 
All  the  ancients,  both  before  and  after  the  Council  of  Nice, 
understand  this  of  Grod  the  Son?.  This  alone  is  a  strong  pre- 
sumption in  favour  of  our  construction ;  especially  when  there 
is  nothing  in  the  context  but  what  confirms  it,  rather  than 
otherwise.  The  verse  immediately  preceding  relates  to  Christy 
who  is  to  "  come  in  the  clouds,**'  and  whom  every  "  eye  shall  see  '^ 
and  the  title  of  A^ha  and  Omega  in  the  same  verse  is  applied 
to  Christ  more  than  once  in  the  Revelations  b.  A  late  writer, 
on  the  contrary,  objects^  that,  ver.  4.  of  this  chapter,  the  words, 
^'  he  which  is,  and  which  was,  and  which  is  to  come,"'  are  used 
as  the  distinguishing  character  of  the  Person  of  the  Father.  He 
might  as  well  argue  that  the  words  ^'  Alpha  and  Omega,  the 
"  Beginning  and  the  End,'"  chap.  xxi.  6.  are  used  as  the  distin- 
guishing character  of  the  Person  of  the  Father ;  and  therefore 
that  character  cannot  be  applied  to  Christ  in  Rev.  xxii.  13.  or  in 
Rev.  i.  17.  where  First  and  Last  amounts  to  the  same.  It  is  no 
strange  thing  to  find  the  same  characterSy  in  the  same  Scriptures, 
applied  both  to  Father  and  Son.  It  is  what  we  assert  and 
contend  for,  and  irom  thence  prove  that  Father  and  Son  are 
equally  divine.  It  is  mere  petitio  jmncipii^  or,  taking  for  granted 
the  thing  in  question,  to  suppose  that  such  characters  are  to 
distinguish  the  Father  from  the  Son,  only  because  they  are 
applied  to  the  Father.     For  we  can  more  justly  argue  on  the 


P  Tertull.    contr.   Prax.    cap.  17.  Andr.  Csesariens.  in  loc.  See  my  De- 

Hippolyt.  contr.  Noet.  cap.  vi.  p.  10.  fence,  vol.  i.  p.  537,  538. 
Fabric.  Origen  vrcpt 'Apx*  lib.  i.  cap.        ^  Revel,  i.  11,  17.  ii.  8.  xxii.  13. 

2.  Athanasius,  p.  415,  554,  684,  763.  chap.  i.  ver.  17,  and  18.  the  words  are, 

ed.  Bened.     Greg.    Nazianz.    Orat.  6  irpioTos,  tcai  6  tfa^aros,  icol  6  C^Vy  &c. 

^"^^-  P-  573-    PlSebad.  B.  P.  torn.  4.  The  Uving  One :  comp.  Numb.  xiv. 

Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  ii.  cap.  4.  p.  470.  21.  kqI  C&p  t6  tivofia  fwv,    Septuag. 
Hieron.inZech.ii.p.  i7i8.ed.Bened.        *  Clarke's    Script.   Doctr.    p.   53. 


Epiphan.  vol.  i.  p.  488.  ed.  Petav.    2d  ed. 
August,  de  Symb.  ad  Catech.  lib.  a. 
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other  side,  that  they  are  not  distinguishing  of  the  Father ^  as 
Father y  because  we  find  them  equally  applied  both  to  Father  and 
Son.  Another  objection  is,  that  the  he«t  manuscripts  read  Kvpws 
6  Qfbsf^the  Lord  God^  instead  of  6  Kvptos,  the  Lord :  which  is  not 
of  great  weight,  since  many  other  MSS.  favour  the  present 
reading ;  besides  that  if  aU  the  MSS.  had  Lord  God  instead  of 
Lord^  it  would  be  only  a  further  proof  that  Christ  is  Lord  God^ 
consonant  to  other  Scriptures,  and  to  all  antiquity.  Origen, 
Ambrose,  and  Jerome  suppose  Lord  God  to  be  in  the  text ;  and 
yet  scruple  not  to  understand  it  of  Ood  the  Bon  /  as  indeed  they 
had  no  reason  for  scruple.  It  is  objected  further^,  that  itavro- 
KpaT<api  Almighty^  is  ahoays  appKed  to  the  Father  only,  in  the  most 
ancient  writers:  which  is  notoriously  false  in  fact,  as  appears 
from  their  understanding  this  very  text  of  the  Son ;  besides 
other  coUateral  evidences  ^  The  last  pretence  is  that  the  title 
of  TToi/roicpara)/),  Almighty^  is  always  elsewhere,  in  Scripture, 
applied  to  the  Father  only.  To  which  I  answer,  ist,  that  it  is 
mere  groundless  presumption  to  suppose  that  as  often  as  that 
title  is  applied  to  the  one  God  in  the  Old  Testament^  it  is  ap- 
plied to  the  Father  only :  since  it  may  often  be  understood  indif- 
ferently either  of  Father,  or  Son,  or  of  the  whole  Trinity.  And 
2dly,  that  there  are  several  texts  of  the  Old  Testament,  which 
we  have  good  reason  to  believe  are  to  be  understood  particularly 
of  Crod  the  Son.  Psalm  the  xxivth  hasby  the  primitive  Fathers"" 
been  interpreted  of  Christ,  Now  that  Kiipios  hvvayL€(av^  Lord  of 
hostSy  applied  to  Christ  in  that  Psalm,  is  equivalent  to  K-Apios 
TravTOKpiToapy  Almighty^  appears  from  hence,  that  the  LXX 
Interpreters  render  the  same  words  indifferently  by  one  or  other, 
as  is  observed"  by  Ambrose  and  Jerome;  and  may  be  easily 
seen  in  a  multitude  of  instances,  by  looking  into  Trommius's 

^  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  53.  iv.  cap.  i.  p.  523. 

ad  ed.  »  Nam  et  hie  sic  positum  plerique 

1  Justin.  Mart.  Application  of  Ps.  codices  habent,  quod  Domtnu^iSa^oo/ A 

xxiv.  ID.    Dial.  p.  107.    Jeb.  Clem,  ipse  sit  Rex  gloria :  Sabaoth  autem 

Alex.  p.  277,  647,  831.  TertuUian.  interpretes  alicubi  Domtntfm  FtVfuacm, 

adv.  Pnuc.  cap.  17.  Ongenmpl'Apx-  alicubi  Re^em,  alicubi  Omnipotentem 

lib.  i.  cap.  2.   Hippolyt.  contr.  Noet.  interpretati  smit.  Ambros.  de  Fid,  lib. 

vol.  ii.  p.  10.  Fabnc.  Euseb.  Demon-  iv.  cap.  i.  p.  524.  ed.  Bened. 

8tr.  Evang.  lib.  vi.  cap.  16.  p.  281.  Sciendmnque  quia  ubiquumque  Sep- 

Comp.   Euseb.    in    Psalm,    p.   417.  tuaginta  Interpretes  Doimntim  Ftrhi- 

Comm.  in  Isa.  p.  374,  435.  turn,  et  Dominum  Omnipotentem  ex- 

"tt  Justin    Martvr.    Dial.    p.    197.  presserint,  in   Hebrseo   sit    positum 

Cyprian,  adv.  Jua.  Hb.  ii.  cap.  49.  p.  DonUnus  Sabaoth.  Hieron.  torn.  iii.  p. 

40,  so.     Origen  in  Matt.  p.  438.  519.  Vid.  etiam  tom.  iii.  p.  17 18. 
Euseb.  in  loc.    Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib. 
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Concordance.  Besides  that  St.  John  himself  in  his  Apocalypse, 
iv.  8.  alluding  to  a  passage  of  Isaiah,  vi-  3«  "  Holy,  holy,  holy, 
"  is  the  Lord  of  hosts  ;'^  instead  of  Kvptos  ^i;<4/Ltea)2;,  (or  crafiaii0,) 
"  Lord  of  hosts ;""  puts  Kvptoy  o  0€O9  o  itavTOKpAiiapy  "  Lord  God 
"  Almighty.'"  It  may  be  proved  likewise  from  Isa.  vi.  5.  com- 
pared with  John  xii.  41.  (as  I  have  formerly  observed  °,)  that 
our  Saviour  Christ  is  ^^  Lord  of  hosts,"'  that  is,  Kipios  'navroKpi- 
TtAp^  or  Lord  Almighty.  The  same  may  be  further  proved  from 
Zech.  ii.  8.  as  is  noted  by  the  learned  EusebiusP ;  who  is  therein 
followed  by  Ambrose  and  Jerome.  And  a  further  proof  of  the 
same  thing  may  be  evidently  drawn  from  Zech.  xii.  5, 10.  com- 
pared with  John  xix.  34,  37.  These  instances  are  sufficient  to 
check  the  confidence  of  such  as  roundly  affirm,  without  a  syllable 
of  proof,  that  the  title  of  TtavTOKpiToapy  Almighty^  is  in  holy  Scrip- 
ture applied  always  to  the  Father  only. 

As  to  the  three  remaining  dimne  titles  given  to  the  Son  in  holy 
Scripture,  I  shall  but  just  mention  them,  not  having  room  to 
enlarge.  He  is  called  "  the  Lord  of  glory ,""  i  Cor.  ii.  8 ;  which 
if  compared  with  the  title  of  "  King  of  glory,""  Psalm  xxiv.  and 
the  description  there  given,  will  appear  to  be  a  title  of  great 
weight  and  significancy.  "  King  of  kings  and  Lord  of  lords," 
is  another  divine  title  attributed  to  Christy  Rev.  xvii.  14.  xix.  i6. 
This  very  title  is  made  the  distinguishing  character  of  the  one 
true  God  by  St.  Paul,  in  these  words :  "  Who  is  the  blessed  and 
"  only  Potentate,  the  King  of  kingi?,  and  Lord  of  lords,""  i  Tim, 
vi.  15.  The  last  divine  title  I  intend  to  mention,  and  barely  to 
mention,  is  that  of  '^  First  and  Last,  Alpha  and  Omega,  the 
''  Beginning  and  the  End,""  Rev.  i.  17.  xxii.  13.  the  same  that  is 
applied  to  the  one  supreme  God,  Isa.  xii.  4.  xliv.  6.  and  to  God 
the  Father,  Rev.  xxi.  6.  The  force  of  these  expressions  I  have 
elsewhere  9  opened  and  explained,  and  need  not  here  add  any 
thing  further. 

o  Serm.  i.  p.  42, 43.  ist.  By  referring  to  the  words,  "  I  am 

P  Vid.  Euseb.  Demonstr.  Evang.  *'  he  tnat  liveth  and  was  dead/'  &c. 

lib.  vi.  cap.  16.  p.  281.  Hieron.  in  loc.  Rev.  i.  17,  18.    But  he  would  have 

p.  1 7 18.   Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  ii.  cap.  done  well  to  have  considered  the  force 

4.  p.  476.  of  6  C&v.     See  the  first  Letter  to  the 

4  See  Defence  of  some  Queries,  Author  of  the  History  of  Montanism, 

vol.  i.  p.  340.  and  Chaldee  Paraphrase  p.  9a.    adly.  By  referring  to  Rev.  iii. 

upon  Isa.  xii.  4.  14.  which  I  have  explained  Serm.  ii. 

N.  B.  The  anonymous  author  of  and  which  confirms  the  sense  I  had 

Modest  Plea  continued,  p.  i3.  endea-  given  of  Alpha  and  Omega,  3dly,  By 

vours  to  dude  the  force  of  these  texts,  remitting  us  to  Rev.  xiii.  16.  wmch  is 
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Thus  far  I  have  proceeded  in  recounting,  explaining,  and 
vindicating  the  several  divine  titles  ascribed  to  God  the  Son  in 
holy  Scripture.  Particular  objections  to  this  or  that,  I  have 
took  care  to  answer  in  their  proper  places :  general  objections 
against  the  whole,  intended  to  weaken  the  conclusion  we  draw 
irom  thenr,  shall  be  considered  hereafter.  But  it  will  be  pro- 
per, in  the  mean  while,  to  take  a  view  of  the  divine  attrihvites 
applied,  in  Scripture,  to  our  blessed  Saviour.  These  therefore, 
if  God  permit,  are  to  be  the  subject  of  discourse  at  our  next 
meeting. 


no  explication  of  the  phrase  of  First 
and  Last,  but  very  wiae  and  foreign. 
4thly,  By  referring  to  Heb.  xii.  2. 
which  if  it  be  a  good  comment  upon 
Isa.  xli.  4.  xliv.  0.  xlviii.  12.  and  Kev. 
i.  8.  xxi.  6.  then  let  it  be  also  a  just 
explication  of  the  parallel  texts,  Hev. 
i.  II,  17.  ii.  8.  xxii.  13.  But  if  the 
contrary  be  manifest  in  one  case,  we 
must  have  something  more  than  mere 
conjectures  and  fuicies,  before  we 


admit  it  in  the  other.  The  phrase 
First  and  Last  expresses,  ist,  the 
peerless  majesty  of  God,  who  is  he, 
the  true  Ood,  Is.  xli.  4.  2dly,  Etern- 
ity. Comp.  Isa.  xliii.  10.  3dly,  Su- 
preme power,  dignity,  and  glory.  See 
isa.  xliv.  6,  7,  8.  4tnly,  Ciiation  and 
government  of  all  thmgs.  See  Isa. 
xlviii.  12,  &c. 

Vid.  M.  Abbadie  on  the  Divinity 
of  Christ,  p.  77,  &c.  183. 
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Divine  Attributes  ascribed  to   Christ: 

OR 

CHRIST'S    DIVINITY 

PROVED  FROM  HIS  ATTRIBUTES. 

The  seventh  Sermon  preached  March  a,  i7M< 


John  xvi.  15. 

AU  things  that  the  Father  hath  are  mine :  therefore  said  /,  that  he 
shall  take  o/mine^  and  shall  shew  it  unto  you. 

In  a  former  discourse  upon  these  words,  I  observed  that  they 
contained  two  arguments  to  prove  the  divinity  of  our  blessed 
Lord  :  the  Jirst  of  which  arises  from  this  consideration,  that  the 
influences,  gifts,  and  graces  of  GotTs  oum  Spirit^  with  the  glory 
of  them,  are  ascribed  to  Christ;  and  the  second  is,  that  all  things 
which  the  Father  hath  are  by  our  blessed  Lord  claimed  as  his 
oton.  After  a  brief  account  of  the  first  argument,  I  proceeded 
more  at  large  to  open  and  illustrate  the  second,  proposing  these 
three  particulars : 

1.  To  shew  that  the  divine  titles  are  ascribed  to  the  Son  in 
holy  Scripture. 

2.  To  shew  that  the  divine  attributes  are  likewise  ascribed  to 
him. 

3.  To  sum  up  the  force  of  the  argument  arising  from  thence, 
and  to  obviate  such  general  objections  as  tend  to  weaken  our 
conclusion. 

I  had  then  only  time  to  go  through  the  first  of  these  three 
particulars ;  recounting  the  several  divine  titles^  which  are  in 
Scripture  applied  to  God  the  Son,  as  well  as  to  God  the  Father. 
I  proceed  now, 

n.    To  shew  that  the  same   divine  attributes  are  likewise 

VOL.  n.  L 
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ascribed  to  both.  I  shall  insist  particularly  upon  four :  eternity ^ 
immutaUUty^  omniscience^  and  omnipresence;  of  which  in  their 
order. 

I.  The  Scripture-proofs  of  the  eternity  of  God  the  Son  are 
many  and  clear;  and  may  be  divided  into  two  sorts,  being  either 
implicit  and  indirect^  or  explicit  and  direct*  The  implicit  or  in- 
direct proofs  I  shall  but  briefly  mention,  as  belonging  to  other 
parts  of  my  design,  and  not  so  properly  coming  in  here.  If  the 
Son  be  Ood  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense,  as  I  have  before 
shewn,  he  is  of  course  eternal.  But  this  I  pass  over  here,  my 
design  being  now,  not  to  prove  him  to  be  eternal  because  he  is 
God^  but  to  prove  that  he  is  God  because  he  is  eternal;  founding 
thereupon  a  new  and  distinct  argument  of  Ghrist^s  divinity. 

I  have  before  shewn  that  Rev.  i.  8.  is  to  be  understood  of  God 
the  Son.  And  now  I  must  observe,  that  that  single  text  affords 
two  arguments  of  his  eternity.  He  is  "  Alpha  and  Omega,  the 
"  Beginning  and  the  Ending  :^  which  is  the  very  description 
given  of  the  eternity  of  the  one  God  of  Israel* ;  and  which  our 
adversaries  themselves  would  not  scruple  to  interpret  as  we  do, 
provided  only  they  might  be  permitted  to  understand  the  text  of 
God  the  Father.  Besides  this,  the  Son  is  also  ^^  he  which  is, 
"  and  which  was,  and  which  is  to  come,  the  Almighty.*"  Our 
adversaries  aUow  that  these  words  denote  independent  eternity^. 
Only  they  are  pleased,  without  any  grounds  for  it,  to  under- 
stand them  of  God  the  Father ;  having  beforehand  settled  it  as 
a  rule  of  interpretation  with  themselves,  that  every  text  of  this 
kind  shall  be  understood  of  God  the  Father ;  or  else  that  the 
very  same  phrases,  when  applied  to  God  the  Son^  shall  lose  their 
significancy,  and  bear  a  very  different  meaning  from  what  they 
do  when  applied  to  God  the  Father. 

The  Son^^s  being  Jehovah  is  a  further  proof  of  his  eternity  / 
that  name  expressing,  as  critics  allow,  necessary  ewistence.  Our 
adversaries  would  never  scruple  this  construction  of  the  name 
Jehovah^  could  they  but  find  a  way  to  confine  the  name,  as  they 


^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  340.  seff-existentinsieadof  necessarily  exist' 

Serm.  vi.  p.  143,  144.  ing.      Compare  Reply,  p.  164.  and 

b  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  264.  Script.  Doctr.  p.  364.  See  also  Modest 

2d  edit.  Plea,  p.  163.  where  the  author  admits 

c  See  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  88.  that  the  word  Jehovah  alludes  to  «e{f- 

2d  ed.  where  he  interprets  6  i^v  and  existence,  (he  should  have  said  neces- 

T6y,the  self-existent  Being, or  Person;  sary  existence;)  and  tells  us  that  it 

and,  to  confound  his  reeiders,  puts  signifies  him,  whose  that  essence  is, 
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do  the  ihing^  to  the  Father  only.  But  having  an  hypothesis  to 
serve,  and  resolving  that  words  shall  not  signify  what  they  really 
do,  any  further  than  is  consistent  with  their  preconceived  opin- 
ions, they  are  forced  either  to  deny  that  the  name  Jehovah  sig- 
nifies necessary  existence  at  all,  or  at  least  to  deny  that  it  so 
signifies  when  applied  to  God  the  Son.  Such  is  their  partiality 
in  this  momentous  cause^  in  which  the  honour  of  their  God  and 
Saviour  is  so  nearly  and  deeply  concerned.  But  I  proceed. 
The  eternity  of  God  the  Son  is  further  proved  from  his  creative 
powers,  which  I  have  before  explained  and  vindicated  at  large : 
and  more  directly  from  those  passages  of  holy  Scripture  which 
declare  him  to  have  existed  before  all  creatures^^.  For  if  he 
existed  before  any  thing  was  made,  he  must  of  consequence  be 
wunade,  and  therefore  eternal. 

There  is  a  famous  passage  of  the  Prophet  Micah  relating  to 
this  head,  which  is  too  considerable  to  be  omitted :  ^^  But  thou, 
''  Bethlehem  Ephratah,  though  thou  be  little  among  the  thousands 
"  of  Judahy  yet  out  of  thee  shall  he  come  forth  unto  me  that  is 
^^  to  be  Buler  in  Israel,  whose  goings  forth  have  been  from  of 
'^  old,  from  everlasting.'^  Mic.  v.  a,.  Here  is  a  plain  descriptioi^ 
of  two  comings  forth:  one  when  Christ  should  be  bom  in  Beth- 
lehem ;  the  other  long  before  "  from  of  old,''  and  "  from  ever- 
"  lasting.*"  This  passage  is  a  full  and  clear  proof  of  Chrisfs 
preexistence  before  his  birth  of  the  Virgin,  and  a  probable  proof, 
at  least,  of  an  eternal^  preexistence.  Here  ase  two  expressions, 
"  from  of  old,''  and  "  from  everlasting ;"  the  rendering  of  two 
Hebrew  phrases,  either  of  which  singly  does  sometimes  denote 
eternity  in  the  strict  sense^,  and  therefore  both  together  may  be 
thought  to  do  so  much  rather:  especially  if  it  be  considered 
that  here  is  no  limitation  of  time  intimated  in  the  context ;  nor 

meaning  the  Father  ovlv;  adding  a  AvroO  d^  rot)  Xpiarov  duo  lf(odoi, 

weak  reason  or  two,  why  the  same  ^yowfrp6odoi,^fjL€virpoitas7rp67rdyr«iiv 

name,  when  applied  to  God  the  Son,  t&v  aU^votv  cV  narp^s  y€vofjL€inj,  koto, 

shall  not  signify  the  same  thing,  viz.  t6'  cd  tf^odoi  alrov  our  apij(y\ii  4$  ^fupStv 

necessary  existence.  almpos'  ^  dc  iawtpas,  i)  €k  irapBhfov, 

^  Jolm  i.  3,   IO«     Coloss.   i.    l6.  {jris  eirl  avirnk^Lq,  rmv  al^vwp  an-ijyn;- 

I  Cor.  viii.  6.  a-tv.   Athanasii,    EusebH,   et   CyriUi 

«  Cyril's  note  t^n  this  text  is  Fragm,  «i  Psakn,  apud  Athan.  torn.  i. 

worth  observing :  M^  o^irp6<rtx*  r^  p>  1256.  ed.  Bened.  Yid.  et  Hieron. 

vw  €K  TTJs  Brfffkfifi,  aiXkh  wpocKvptt  t6v  m  loc.  Epiphan.  Ancor.  p.  33.  Euseb. 

didW  die  iraTp6s  y€tnnj3€irra,  pxi  xp^^^'  l^^ii^*  ^v.  hb.  vii.  Cap.  2. 

teifv  ^xn^  '^  *'^  f^orabi^ji  nvhs  Xc-  '  For  the  first,  see  Psal.  Iv.    19. 

yovTO£,  aXXh  &xp^vov  dpyrfv  ytvoxricc  Hab.  i.  12.    For  the  second,  Psal.  xc« 

TOP  naripa.  CyrtU,  Catech,  xi.  p.  145.  2.  xciii.  2. 
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is  there  any  deducible  from  the  nature  or  reason  of  the  thing  it- 
self. However,  I  pretend  to  call  this  construction  of  the  passage 
no  more  than  probable  ;  since  there  is  not  ground  sufficient  for 
calling  it  certain  and  indisputable.  Only  this  I  may  add,  by  way 
of  remark,  that  whosoever  should  undertake  to  prove  the  eternity 
of  God  the  Father  from  any  express  words,  either  of  the  Old  or 
New  Testament,  would  find  his  proof  of  it  liable  to  the  same 
difficulty  and  rmcertainty,  from  the  ambiguity  of  the  Hebrew  or 
Greek  phrases  used  to  denote  eternity. 

Another  argument,  of  like  kind  with  the  former,  to  prove  the 
etermty  of  God  the  Son,  may  be  drawn  from  Solomon's  descrip- 
tion of  Wisdom,  Prov.  viii.  2%,  30.  The  Jews  of  olds,  and  the 
Christian  Church  from  the  beginning,  understood  that  passage 
of  a  Person,  the  substantial  Wisdom  of  Qod^,  (either  the  Word, 
or  the  Holy  Spirit,  but  generally  the  former.)  And  this  was  no 
matter  of  dispute  between  the  Catholics  and  Arians  formerly  5 
neither  is  it,  as  I  conceive,  at  this  day.  The  only  dispute  is, 
whether  we  are  right  in  our  interpreting  the  phrases,  Jrom  the 
beginning,  from  everlastingy  &c.  (Prov.  viii.  23.)  of  a  strict 
eternity.  It  must  be  owned  that  our  argument,  so  far  as  it  is 
built  merely  upon  the  critical  meaning  of  the  phrases,  and  their 
usage  in  Scripture,  amounts  only  to  a  strong  probability ;  as  in 
the  text  of  Micah  before  spoken  of.  But  it  may  receive  some 
additional  strength  from  several  other  considerations,  which  it 
may  be  proper  to  mention.  Wisdom  is  here  said  to  have  been 
with  the  "  Lord,  in  the  beginning  of  his  way,  before  his  works 
"  of  old  C  (ver.  22.)  that  is,  before  the  works  of  creation;  before 
there  were  any  creatures  \  consequently  from  all  eternity.  Wis- 
dom is  further  said  to  have  been  ^'  by  him,  as  one  brought  up 
"  with  him  ;*'  (ver.  30.)  which  seems  to  be  a  very  easy  and 
natural  description  of  two  that  had  been  always  together  co- 
eternal  with  each  other :  which  is  further  confirmed  from  the 
foUowing  words,  ^*  and  I  was  daily  his  delight,  rejoicing  always 
"  before  him  -^  (ver.  30.)  intimating,  as  Origen  has  well 
observed',  that  the  Father  can  no  more  be  supposed  to  have 

s  See  Allix^  Judgment  of  the  Jewish  36.    Athenagoras,  p.   40.    Theoph. 

Church.  Antioch.  p.  83. 

•»  Just.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  184,  375.  ed.  *  Ov  Scfus  cWlv,  oudc  cucipdwop  dia 

Jebb.   Iren.  lib.  iv.  cap.  20.  p.  353.  Trjv  aadhtiav  ^fi&v  t6,  6<rov  c^*  4/*tK, 

Clem.  Alex.  p.  832.   TertuU.  contr.  ajroorcpfio^at  t6v  Q€6v  tov  dtl  <rvv6¥- 

Herm.  cap.  rviii.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  vi.  ros  avr^   X&yov  fiovoycvovs,   aixfilas 

Origen.  Comm.  in  Joh.  p.  il>  17,  33,  l^vroi  ^  rrpo<r4x<up€y.  ovra>  y^  ovdc 
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been  ever  without  the  Word,  or  Acfyoy,  (here  signified  under  the 
name  of  Wisdom,)  than  he  can  be  supposed  to  have  ever  wanted 
joy  and  happiness.  But  what  most  of  all  confirms  us  in  this 
sentiment  is,  the  SorCs  being  here  represented,  as  we  are  now  to 
suppose,  under  the  name  and  figure  of  Wisdom;  intimating  that 
he  is  as  near  to,  and  inseparable  from,  God  the  Father,  as  his 
own  wisdom  is ;  and  consequently  coetemal.  This  also  is  taken 
notice  of  by  Origen ;  who  from  thence  draws  an  argument  for 
the  eternity  of  the  LoffoSy  or  Word^. 

What  has  been  here  said  reminds  me  of  some  other  argu- 
ments, near  akin  to  that  now  mentioned,  of  the  eternity  of  God 
the  Son,  drawn  from  the  several  names  ascribed  to  him  in  holy 
Scripture :  such  as  AcJyos,  Avvafxis,  4>«3s,  'AAtj^cio,  Zw^,  that  is. 
Word,  Power  of  God,  Lighty  Truth,  Life,  and  the  like.  The 
ancients  were  of  opinion  that  the  eternity  of  God  the  Son  was 
insinuated  in  those  names  ^ :  that  the  Father  could  no  more  be 
without  the  Son,  than  without  thought,  or  power,  or  ligh;t,  or 


a€i  xaxpwf  yorfBrjcerai.  Origen.  apud 
Athanas.  Decret.  S.  Nic,  p.  233. 

^  Origen.  Comm.  in  Jon.  p.  43, 4^. 
Comp.  ramjph.  Apolog.  p.  230.  ea. 
Bened.  int.  Op.  Hieron.  vol.  v. 

^  *Ef  dp)fis  yhp  6  G€6s,  povs  cudcor 
&y,  €i)(fv  avT6s  iv  cotvr^  t6v  \6yov, 
mdias  \ayuc6s  &v.  Athen.  Leg.  cap.  z. 

p.39- 

Solus  autem,  ouia  nihil  aliud  ez- 
trinsecuB  prseter  uliun.  Ceterum,  ne 
tunc  quidem  solus ;  habebat  enim  se- 
cum,  quam  habebat  in  semetipso  ; 
Rationem  suam  scilicet.  Rationalis 
enim  Deus,  et  Ratio  in  ipso  prius ;  et 
ita  ab  ipso  omnia.  TertuU.  contr.  Prax, 
cap.  iv.  p.  503. 

Koroi'octra)  yhp  6  roKfjMV  Ktii  Xcywy, 
fjv  iroT€  ore  ovk  ^v  6  vl6s,  Sri,  cpci  koI 
t6.  aoibia  nori  ovk  ^v,  icai  X6yos  ovk  fjvy 
Koi  (a>^  OVK  ^v.  Orig.  apm  Athanas. 
tom.  i.  p.  233. 

Aimu  yap  fr€i$6fi€0a  ry  €lir6vri — 
'Ey<i  €tfu  ^  *AXrf3tia'  koi  ovv  ovr»  ris 
nfjMp  itrriv  ay^parro^Vf  &s  oUcBai  Hn 
tj  rfj^  *AXTfB€las  ovaia  7rp6  rStv  yp<(va>y 
TTJs  Tov  Xpiarov  hnff>av€ias  ovk  fjv. 
Origen.  contr.  Cel».  lib.  viii.  p.  386. 

hvrhs  bk  p^vos  ^v  TToXvf  fjp,  oCt€ 
yap  SKoyos,  o(h€  aa'o<f)ost  ovrc  a/ivvaros, 
o(jT€  a^vkevros  ^v.  Hippolyt.  contr, 
Noct.  cap.  X.  p.  13.     Fabric. 

*  Act  dc  ^v,  cZ  y€  cV  ry  irarpi  iarw 


kclL  c(  \6yoSf  Kcii  aofjyia,  Koi.  dvvapis  6 
Xpiar6s. — ravra  di  owdiKis  odacu.  tov 
0COV  Tvyyopovo'iv.  «  roivw  ytyovcv  6 
vl6s,  ^v  ore  OVK  ^v  ravra'  ^v  dpa  Kcup6s, 
6r€  ;(0>pU  rovroiv  ^v  6  0e<5s'.  aro7ro>rarov 
dc  rovro.  Dionys.  Rom.  apud  Athan. 
tom.  i.  p.  232. 

*Acl  rhv  Xpurrhv  €iv(u,  \6yov  Svra, 
Ka\  iro(f>iav,  Koi  6vvapiv.  ov  yiip  d^ 
Tovrtav  Syovos  t>v  6  Oc^f  ctra  erraJh' 
iroiT)fTaro — atrixvyaa'pa  dc  Av  <f}wr6s 
aidioVf  wavrois  Kal  avros  dttitds  €ariv, — 
Hvros  oZv  auoviov  rov  irarp6s,  almvios  6 
vl6s  iarif  <f>S>s  €K  <fxarhit>v — ovhi  coriv 
oiir€  6  povs  oKoyos,  o(jr€  Syovs  6  \6yo£, 
Dionys.  Alex,  apud  Athanas.  tom.  i. 
p.  253,&c. 

Tl  di  OVK  dp6a'top  r6  Xryciy,  iror^ 
fuf  tliHU  r^v  a'o<f>ia»  rov  ©cov  r^y  Xc- 
vovcrov — ey^  ^H'V^  V  ^Po<TixaLp€v.  fj  r^v 
hvvapAv  rov  0«ov  p^  virapx^iv  irort.  ^ 
rhv  \6yov  avrov  tjKpwrrjpuurBcu  irort,  tj 
ra  SXXa  cf  S>v  6  vibs  yv<opi(€rai  Kal  6 
var^p  xflP***"7P'f"'*"'  '''°  T^P  owav- 
yaapa  rfjs  d6^s  p^  c^ym  Xcyt  iv,  trwoyoi* 
p€i  jcol  r6  wp<aT6rvTrov  <f>i>s,  o5  corlv 
oTravyaa-pa.  Alexand.  Alex.  Epist,, 
apud  Theod,  lib.  i.  cap.  4.  p.  13. 

n»ff  dc,  tl  \6yos  Koi  ao<f>ia  iarX  rov 
Qfov  6  vlhi,  fjv  TTorc  ore  ovk  fjv ;  urov 
yhp  fWlv  avrovs  Xryctv  Skoyov  Kal 
aaofbov  7ror€  rdi'  Q€6v,  Id.  apud  Socr. 
lib.  1.  cap.  6.  p.  II. 
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truths  or  U/e;  the  Son  being  deciphered  and  figured  under 
those  names  or  characters,  on  purpose  to  express  his  near  rela- 
tion to  the  Father,  and  his  inseparable  coetemUy.  This  argu- 
ment of  the  primitive  Catholic  Fathers  I  am  the  more  willing 
to  take  notice  of,  because  it  has  been  strangely,  though  perhaps 
undesignedly,  misrepresented  by  some  late  writers'".  We  are 
told  that  to  a/rgue^  as  the  ancients  did,  that  the  "  Father  con- 
"  sidered  without  the  Son  would  be  without  reason  and  without 
''  wisdom,  is  supposing  the  Son  to  be  nothing  but  an  attribute 
"  of  the  Father.*"  But  this  is  grossly  mistaking  the  sense  of 
those  primitive  writers,  who  were  no  less  men  than  Athenagoras^ 
Tertullian,  Origen,  Hippolytus,  Dionysius  of  Rome,  with  the 
other  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  and  Alexander  Bishop  of  Alex- 
andria: men  that  had  not  quite  lost  their  senses  when  they 
wrote  these  things ;  most  of  them  notoriously  knowB  to  have 
been  strenuous  opposers  of  the  Noetian  or  Sabellian  principle, 
which  supposes  the  Son  to  be  nothing  more  than  an  oMrihUe  of 
the  Father.  The  truth  is,  these  primitive  writers  did  suppose, 
since  the  Son  had  the  same  names  given  him  in  Scripture  that 
God's  attrihv4es  have,  (being  called  the  toisdam^  the  reason^  and 
the  power^  &c.  of  God,)  that  there  was  some  meaning  and  sig- 
nificancy  in  those  names :  and  they  took  it  to  be  this ;  that  the 
Son  was  near  and  dear  unto  the  Father  as  his  own  attrOtUes ; 
inseparahle  from  him,  and  coetemal  with  him.  Some  modems 
may  indeed  assign  other  reasons  for  the  S(yi/Cs  having  those 
names :  they  may  tell  us  that  he  is  called  the  wisdom  of  God 
and  the  piywer  of  God,  because  "  Code's  wisdom  and  power  are 
"  manifested  by  himn.""  But  then  let  them  own  that  this  is  but 
conjecture  at  most,  navel  conjecture ;  and  that  the  reason  assigned 
by  the  primitive  Fathers  may  be  true,  for  any  thing  that  appears 
to  the  contrary ;  nay,  is  much  more  likely  to  be  true,  consider- 
ing how  near  many  of  those  writers  lived  to  the  apostolic  time, 
and  how  unanimous  they  were  in  those  sentiments,  and  how 
suitable  those  sentiments  are  to  the  other  high  things  said  in 
Scripture  of  the  Son  of  God :  besides  that  these  names  imd 
characters  are  not  common  to  other  things ;  not  given  to  pro- 
phets^ or  apostles,  nor  to  the  very  angels^  (though  God's  toi^Iom, 
&c.  is  manifested  by  them,)  but  are,  in  a  manner,  peculiar  to  the 

»  Clarke's  JScript.  Doctr.  p^  355,    Plea,^&c.  p.  308,^9. 


357.  ad  ed.    Reply,  p.  177.    Modest        »  See  Claike's  Jteply,  p.  173. 
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Son  of  God.  We  find  the  Gathdios  afterwards,  following  the 
example  of  their  predecessors,  frequently  insisting  upon  the  same 
way  of  reasoning  in  proof  of  the  Son^^s  eternity^ :  which  I  the 
rather  observe,  because  it  is  evident  that  those  later  writers 
especially  were  very  far  from  supposing  the  Son  to  be  nothing 
but  an  aUrihute:  and  indeed  it  is  but  misrepresentation,  without 
so  much  as  any  probable  ground,  to  charge  it  upon  the  Ante- 
Nicene  writers;  though  they  may  sometimes  have  expressed 
themselves  more  briefly  or  obscurely  on  that  head. 

There  is  another  argument  of  the  Son's  eternity  insisted  on  by 
some,  even  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Catholics  P,  drawn  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Son's  being  the  express  image  of  the  Father's 
Persony  according  to  Heb.  L  3.  and  consequently  resembling  him 
in  every  perfection,  and  particularly  in  his  eternity^  the  prime 
perfection  of  all.     But  I  proceed : 

There  is  one  passage  more  in  the  New  Testament,  which  has 
been  usually  brought  in  proof  of  Chrisfs  eternity.  The  author 
of  the  EjHstle  to  tiie  Hebrews,  chap.  vii.  introduces  Melchisedec 
as  a  type  of  Christ.  Of  him  he  says,  that  he  bad  ^'  no  beginning 
"  of  days,  nor  end  of  life :"  that  is,  no  beginning  nor  ending  of 
his  priesthood  is  any  where  recorded.     This  is  a  typical  repre- 


^  Ov  yho  fjp  &r€  Skoyos  ^,  oW«  ffp 
St€  ov  warnp,  oM  ^p  irt  oiic  aXi^^r, 
tj  otroifMs,  rj  abvparos,  fj  (<orjs  cvdc^r,  ^ 
\afiirp&njTos,  fj  aytMnprof,  Greg. 
Naziani.  Orat.  zxzv.  p.  574. 

Ideo  Sapientia  Dei  appellatur^  ut 
nunquam  Pater  sine  Sapientia,  hoc 
est,  siiie  Filio  mo  fmsae  credatur. 
Pseudo-Afnbros.  de  Fide  Orthod.  cap. 
ii.  p.  349.  Vid.  Alezand.  £p.  Encyd. 
apud  Athanas.  torn.  i.  p.  339.  Athan. 
torn.  i.  p.  221,  416,  419,  423,  424, 
428,  470,  500,  619.  Fhsebad.  contr. 
Arian.  p.  303.  B.  P.  torn.  iv.  Greg. 
Nyas.  contr.  Eonom.  lib.  vii.  p.  633, 
634.  Cyrill.  Alex,  de  Trinit.  p.  6. 
Op.  torn.  vi.  Paris.    Thesaur.  lib.  i. 

P-  23»  31- 

N.  B.  Their  way  of  reasoning  from 
other  names  and  characters  of  God 
the  Son,  clearly  shews  their  meaning 
in  the  argument  drawn  from  the  ab- 
surdity of  supposing  the  Father  to 
be  Skoyos,  aarojbos,  &c.  A  few  ex- 
amples more  will  sufiiee,  to  leave  with 
ibejndieiout. 


mravyda'fiaros ; — fj  fr«ff  ott  fudverai 
irktop,  6  ie$y  dp$vfiovfitvos  Skoyop  Koi 
&a'o<f>6p  TTOTC  t6p  Q(6p;  Toiavra  yhp 
irapa6€iyfiaTa,  xol  Toutvrat  riis  €lK6pas 
7BrjK€P  Tf  ypoK^,  ip  &c.  Athan.  p.  500. 
Compare  p.  221,  416, 428.  6  i^p  8c6r 
^p  iroT€  akoyos ;  Koi  <l}&g  i^p  d^eyy^s 
fjp.    Compare  p.  618.  and  p.  683. 

Noli  ergo  credere  quod  fuerit  mo- 
mentum aliquod,  quo  fuerit  sine  sa- 
pientia Deus,  aut  sine  splendore  htx. 
Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  i.  cap.  13.  p. 
460. 

Ov  yap  iirrip  hntwjaui  ry  k&y^, 
oCr€  %m6irraa'W  dxapaKTrjpioTOP,  oDt€ 
dKofATTrj  d6(ap,  oCrt  &<Tofbop  Q€6p,  ovk 
^YCipa  6Tjfiiavpy6p,  ovk  ikoyop  dpyrip, 
OVK  ^ajha  YTorcpa.  Gregor.  rfyss, 
contr.  Eunom.  Orat.  vii.  p.  034. 
Comp.  p.  633. 

H&rt  o^  ffp6  irar^p  x^pls  rov  Idiov 
airavydo'fiaTos ;  ndrc  ovk  fjP  ip  irarpX 
rh  (JMtg  avTov ;  Cyrill.  Alex.  Thesaur. 
lib.  i.  p.  21.  Compare  p.  23,  27,  28. 

P  Origen.  apua  Athanas.  tom.  i. 

E.  2^.  Alexand.  Alex,  apud  Theod. 
b.  1.  cap.  4.  p.  17. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


152  ChristB  DiviwUy  sbbm.  vn. 

sentation  of  Christ ;  wherefore  it  seems  that  Christ  must  r^a% 
have  what  the  type  was  no  more  than  a  faint  resemblance  of, 
viz.  an  eternal  existence  without  hegvrming  and  without  end. 
That  he  shall  never  have  end  of  life^  is  uncontested.  If  therefore 
to  have  no  end  of  life  imports  a  future  eternity  in  the  largest 
sense,  it  seems  most  natural  to  understand  that  to  have  no 
beginning  of  days  must  import  eternity  backwards  in  the  largest 
sense  alsoM.  Thus  far  I  have  proceeded  in  the  Scripture-proofs'^ 
of  ChrisCs  eternity^  considered  as  distinct  from  the  attribute  of 
immiitability  ;  though  in  sound  reasoning  one  implies  the  other, 
and  to  prove  either  is  at  the  same  time  proving  both.  This  being 
premised,  I  pass  on, 

a.  To  the  more  particular  proof  of  his  immutability.  I  shall 
not  repeat  the  arguments  from  his  being  Jehovah  ;  Alpha  wnd 
Omega  ;  he  which  was^  and  which  is^  amd  which  is  to  come,  or  the 
like,  equally  proving  both  eternity,  and  independent  eternity,  that 
is,  immutahUity ;  because  the  force  of  those  has  been  already 
considered.  But  there  are  two  or  three  texts,  before  omitted, 
which  I  have  reserved  for  this  place,  and  shall  now  consider  dis* 
tinctly. 

The  author  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  opposing  the  im^ 
mutahUity  of  Christ  to  the  fading  and  perishing  nature  of  the 
heavens  and  the  earth,  sets  it  forth  thus  in  very  expressive  terms: 
"  Thou,  Lord,  in  the  beginning  hast  laid  the  foundation  of  the 
"  earth ;  and  the  heavens  are  the  works  of  thine  hands :  they 
^^  shall  perish ;  but  thou  remainest  ;  and  they  all  shall  wax  old 
^'  as  doth  a  garment ;  and  as  a  vesture  shalt  thou  fold  them  up, 
'^  and  they  shall  be  changed  :  but  thou  art  the  same,  and  thy 
"  years  shall  not  fail.""  Heb.  i.  lo,  ii,  la.  This  is  the  very  de- 
scription which  the  holy  Psalmist  gives  us  of  the  immtUability, 
or  unchangeable  nature,  of  the  only  true  eternal  God.     And 

*i  Qui  typum  gerens  Domini,  et  sine  ^  ^s  to  the  sense  of  the  most  early 

I)atre,  et  sme  matre,  et  sine  ^nera-  Fathers  in  relation  to  CAm^«e^emt/y, 

tionis  enarratione,  et  sine  initio,  et  I  have  occasionally  shewn  it  in  part, 

sine  fine  describitur;    ut  ostenderet  For  the  rest,  I  refer  the  ingenuous 

sempitemum    Filium    Dei   in   hunc  and  impartial  reader  to   Bp.  Bull's 

mundum  esse  venturum,  qui  et  sine  Collections  and  Observations  on  that 

Patre  secundum  incamationem  natus  head,  in  his  Defensio  Fid.  Nic.  which 

est,  et  sine  matre  secundum  divinam  are  abundantly  sufficient  to  satisfy 

generationem,et  «sii€enarra/ione^ene-  every  ingenuous   inquirer,  that  the 

rationisj  quia  scriptum  est,  "  Genera-  eternity  of  God  the  Son  was  the  con- 

"  tionem  autem  ejus  quis  enarrabit  V*  stant  doctrine  of  the  Christian  Church 

Ambros.  de  Fid.   lib.   iii.    cap.   ii.  '  from   the   beginning,  and   that  the 

p.  5 1 3.  contrary  was  uways  accounted  heresy. 
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since  it  is  here,  without  any  restriction  or  limitation,  applied  by 
the  inspired  writer  to  our  Saviour  Christ ;  we  cannot  reasonably 
understand  it  to  mean  any  thing,  less  here,  than  it  does  there. 
There  cannot  be  any  words  devised  more  express  or  emphatical 
than  these  are :  "  They  shall  perish  ;  but  thou  remainest :  they 
"  shall  be  changed ;  but  thou  art  the  same'.''  The  force  of 
these  expressions  was  well  understood  by  the  great  Athanasius, 
and  triumphantly  urged  against  the  Arians^  There  is  another 
passage  out  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  of  Uke  import,  de- 
claring in  strong  terms  the  immtitability  of  Christ.  ''  Jesus 
"  Christ  the  same  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever.''  Heb.  xiii.  8. 
Here  is  the  phrase  o  airrbsy  the  same^  again  applied  to  the  person 
of  Christ,  as  before  in  chapter  the  first :  and,  besides,  here  is  all 
time,  pctst,  present,  and  to  come,  taken  in,  to  make  the  description 
still  more  fidl  and  complete.  It  may  be  best  explained  from  a 
parallel  text  in  the  Revelations,  by  the  character  of,  "  which  is, 
"  and  which  was,  and  which  is  to  come :"  words  which  con- 
fessedly and  undeniably  denote  eternal,  unchangeable  existence. 
What  is  there  expressed  by  "  is,  was,  and  is  to  come,"  is  here 
signified  by  "  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever."  Thus  was  the 
text  generally  understood  by  Catholics  of  the  fourth  and  fifth 
centuries  u,  and  frequently  cited  against  the  Arians.  How  the 
Arians  repUed  to  it  then,  we  know  not ;  unless  we  may  make  a 
judgment  of  it  from  what  is  said  noto.  It  is  now  pretended  that 
the  meaning  of  the  text  is  only  this ;  that  ^'  the  doctrine  of 
"  Christ,  once  taught  by  the  Apostles,  ought  to  be  prqperved 
"  unchanged*."  But,  under  favour,  this  is  rather  the  practical 
inference  built  upon  the  proposition  of  the  text,  than  the  propo- 
sition itself:  for  let  us  take  in  the  whole  context,  which  is  as 
follows.  "  Remember  them  which  have  the  rule  over  you,  who 
"  have  spoken  unto  you  the  word  of  God  :  whose  faith  follow, 
'^  considering. the  end  of  their  conversation.    Jesus  Christ  (is) 

■  Origen  quotes  the  words,  arit  ^  6  p.  440,  453,  685;    Gregor.  Nazianz. 

airris  cZ,  several  times,  as  a  proof  of  Orat.^  zxxviii.  p.   613.    Ambros.  de 

the  TO  krperrTov  koI  dvaKKoimrov,  the  Fid.  hb.  v.  cap.  I.  p.  55$.  De  Incam. 

unconvertible  and  immutable  nature  cap.    vi.   p.    716.    Cynll.    Hierosol. 

of  God.  Orig.  contr,  Cels.  p.  17, 169,  Catech.  xii.  p.  156.   Cjrrill.  Alex,  de 

318.  Rect.  Fid.  p.  47.   De  Incam.  Dial. 

t  Athanas.  p.  440,  462,  685.  ed.  p.  710. 
Bened.  Vid.  etiam  Cyrill.  Alexand.        ^  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  117. 

contr.  Jul.  lib.  viii.  p.  266.  Reply,  p.   169.    Modest    Plea,    &c. 

^  Alexand.  Alex,   apud  Athanas.  p.  304. 
tom.  L  p.  .399.  Athaniasius,  torn.  i. 
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^'  the  same  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever.  Be  not  carried 
^^  about  with  divers  and  strange  doctrines ;  for  it  is  a  good 
'^  thing  that  the  heart  be  established"^  &c.  Now,  whether  the 
words  have  referenoe  to  those  going  before,  viz.  ^  considering 
^^  the  end  of  their  conversation  ;^  or  to  the  words  immediately 
following,  viz.  "  Be  not  carried  about  with  divers  and  strange 
"  doctarines  ;^  either  way  the  sense  is  good,  and  the  Apostle^s 
argument  pertinent.  For  upon  the  former  supposition  the  sense 
will  run  thus :  ''  Imitate  your  pastors^  considering  how  great 
^^  and  how  divine  a  Person  you  thereby  adhere  to ;  one  who  is 
''  no  ereaied  or  muUible  Being,  capable  of  failing  in  his  own 
^^  person,  or  of  disappointing  you  in  your  just  expectations ; 
^'  but  one  that  is  etemaUy  and  wnchangeaMy  the  samey ;  whom 
^^  therefore  you  may  infallibly  depend  on,  in  the  final  result  of 
^^  things.**"  In  this  view  the  Apostle^s  sense  is  both  just  and 
pertinent,  and  is  not  much  unlike  to  what  is  elsewhere  said  of 
God,  that  he  is  the  Lord,  and  ^'  changes  not,""  Mai.  iii.  6.  and 
that  ^'  with  him  there  is  no  variableness,  neither  shadow  of  turn- 
"  ing,""  Jsunes  i.  17.  But  if  we  understand  this  text  with  regard 
to  the  words  immediately  following,  ^^  Be  not  carried  about  with 
^  divers  and  strange  doctrines,""  still  the  sense  is  just  and  to  the 
purpose :  ^^  Do  not  ye  changey  for  Jesus  CSirist  never  changes, 
^^  being  immutably  and  essentially  the  same  :  endeavour  to  copy 
^^  after  him  as  far  as  your  imperfect  natures  will  permit."'  Thus 
the  precept  and  the  example  hang  together,  much  after  the 
same  ipanner  as  in  a  text  of  St.  Matthew :  ^'  Be  ye  therefore 
"  perfect,  even  as  your  Father  which  is  in  heaven  is  perfect  :'^ 
where  an  argument  is  drawn  from  the  natural  and  necessaty 
perfections  of  Qod,  to  induce  us  to  some  fiEunt  resemblance  and 
imitation  of  them.  Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  that  our  inter* 
pretation  of  this  text  in  the  Hebrews  is  liter€tl ;  which  makes  it 
prrferable  to  asiy  Jiffwrative  construction,  unless  there  were  a 
necessity  for  it.  It  is  also  very  agreeable  to  the  scope  and  design 
of  the  author  in  that  place^^  and  to  what  he  had  before  taught 
us,  chap.  i.  ver.  12.  of  the  same  Epistle:  it  is  further  countenanced 
by  the  Catholic  Fathers,  at  least  as  high  as  the  fourth  centwry ; 
and  not  contradicted  by  those  before  them :  in  fine,  it  is  opposed 
only,  or  however  chiefly,  by  those  who,  having  an  hypothesis  to 
serve,  like  not  the  doctrine  it  contains ;  which  doctrine  never- 

T  See  True  Scripture  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity  continned,  p.  ao6. 
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thelees  is  set  forth  by  other  Soriptures,  and  confirmed  by  all  an- 
tiquity ^ :  and  now  let  any  man  of  common  ingenuity  be  left  to 
judge,  which  of  the  two  interpretations  offered  be  the  true  one. 
Having  considered  the  Scripture-proofs  of  Christ's  eternity  and 
immutcdnUtyy  I  proceed  next  to  another  of  his  divine  attributes. 

3.  Omamcimce  is  another  (ivoine  attribute,  ascribed  in  Scrip- 
ture to  our  Saviour  Christ.  "Now  we  are  sure  that  thou 
''  knowest  all  things,^'  said  his  disciples  unto  him,  John  xvi.  30. 
And  again;  "  Lord,  thou  knowest  all  things^^  (John  xxi.  17.) 
said  St.  Peter,  directing  his  discourse  to  Christ.  The  words  in 
both  places  are  general^  without  any  limitation  or  reserve 
intimated  in  text  or  context :  neither  does  the  Evangelist,  who 
recorded  these  sayings^  any  where  insert  any  caution  to  prevent 
our  understanding  them  in  the  highest  and  most  unlimited 
sense.  Thus  far  the  presumpticm  lies  in  favour  of  our  con- 
struction :  and  I  shall  endeavour  further  to  shew  from  other 
S<»riptures,  that  those  expressions  ought  to  be  understood 
in  their  utmost  latitude ;  and  shall  withal  examine  and  confute 
the  Anan  or  Socinian  pretences  to  the  contrary. 

That  God  the  Son  ^'knoweth  all  things,^  in  the  strictest 
sense,  may  be  justiy  inferred  from  his  being  the  "  Searcher  of 
"  the  heart,''  and  his  knowledge  of  the  "deep  things  of  God.'' 
To  be  Kapbuyyvi<TT7i$y  "  Searcher  of  the  heart,"  is  the  peculiar 
and  distinguishing  character  of  the  one  true  Gbd ;  as  appears 
from  Jer.  xvii.  10.  ^'  I  the  Lord  search  the  heart,  I  try  the 
"  reins."  And  from  i  Kings  viii.  39.  "  Thou,  even  thou  only 
"  knowest  the  hearts  of  all  the  children  of  men."  And  from  Acts 
XV.  8.  *'  God  which  knoweth  the  hearts."  Yet  this  very  per- 
fection our  blessed  Lord  claims  to  himself:  "I  am  he,"  saith 
he,  "  that  searcheth  the  reins  and  the  heart,"  Bev.  ii.  23.  And 
St.  John  testifies  of  him,  that  "  he  knew  all  men,"  John  ii.  24. 
"  knew  what  was  in  man,"  John  ii.  25.  And  the  disciples- 
in  their  prayer  to  him  (as  seems  most  probable)  say,  "  Thou, 
"  Lord,  which  knowest  the  hearts  of  a31  men,"  Acts  i.  24. 

'  The  immutability  of  Christ  is  tm-  so  that  direct  and  exwets  testimonies 

pticitly  and  consequentially  asserted  as  of  Christ's  mmutabuity,  if  they  occur 

often  as  the  primitive  writers  assert  not  so  often,  are  less  needful.     But 

the  eternity,  or  consubstantiality,  or  soi^e  there  are,  full  and  particular  to 

|»roper,etii|ifta^aZ  existence  (whidi  we  that  very  point.  Vid.  Iren.  lib.  iii. 

now  express  by  neeesmry  emstenee)  cap.  8.  p.   183.    Tertullian.   contr. 

of  God  the  Son;  or  declare  him  to  be  Prax.  cap.  xxvu.  Origen.  contr.  Cels. 

God  in  the  strict  sense,  or  no  creature :  p.  1 69,  1 70. 
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This  is  further  confirmed  from  Heb.  iv.  12,  13.  "The  Word 
"  of  God  is  quick  and  powerful,  and  sharper  than  any  two-edged 
**  sword,  piercing  even  to  the  dividing  asunder  of  soul  and 
*^  spirit,  and  of  the  joints  and  marrow,  and  is  a  discemer  of  the 
"  thoughts  and  intents  of  the  heart :  neither  is  there  any 
"  creature  that  is  not  manifest  in  his  sight :  but  all  things  are 
"  naked  and  opened  unto  the  eyes  of  him  with  whom  we  have  to 
"  do."  That  this  passage  is  to  be  understood  of  the  Adyos,  or  Word^ 
that  is,  of  Christy  I  think  need  not  be  doubted :  the  characters 
are  plainly  personal^  and  the  name  of  Word  is  appropriated 
to  Christ  by  St.  John,  John  i.  i.  Rev.  xix.  13  ;  and  the  "  sword/* 
or  "two-edged  sword,**  is  a  figure  often  mentioned  in  the 
Revelations,  where  Christ  is  spoken  of;  Rev.  i.  16.  ii.  12,  \6. 
xix.  15.  This  passage  was  understood  of  Christy  both  before 
and  after  the  Council  of  Nice,  by  Catholic  writers^:  and  the 
application  of  it  to  Christ  is  not,  that  I  know  of,  scrupled  by 
our  modem  Arians,  any  more  than  it  appears  to  have  been 
doubted  of  by  their  predecessors.  Here  then  it  is  said  of 
Christ,  that  "all  things  are  naked**  before  him;  that  every 
creature  is  "manifest  in  his  sight  ;'*  and  that  he  is  a"  discemer 
"  of  the  thoughts  and  intents  of  the  heart:"  strong  and  lively 
expressions  of  his  divine  omniscience :  I  know  not  whether  any 
fuller  or  more  significant  can  be  produced  out  of  the  holy 
Scripture,  in  proof  of  the  omniscience  even  of  God  the  Father. 
To  this  may  be  added  another  celebrated  text,  Coloss.  ii.  3. 
"  In  whom  are  hid  all  the  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge.*' 
The  author  of '  Scripture  Doctrine*  pretends,  that  it  is  ambi- 
guous  whether  this  refers  to  the  Father^  or  to  Christ.  But  if  it 
certainly  refers  to  either,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  but 
it  refers  to  Christy  immediately  before  mentioned.  The  words 
run  thus :  "  The  acknowledgment  of  the  mystery  of  God  and 
"  the  Father,  and  of  Christ,  {iv  <p,)  in  whom  are  hid  all  the 
"  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge.**  There  may  be  some 
question  whether  the  words  iv  <^  may  not  refer  to  fiv(mjpCovy 
mystery  y  before  spoken  of;  and  so  may  not  be  properly  rendered 
in  whichj  instead  of  in  whom.  But  if  they  be  rightly  rendered 
in  whomy  it  is  plain  they  must  refer  to  the  nearest  antecedent, 

»  Origen  in  Job.  p.  34.    Athanas.  p.  189.  Cyril.  Alex.  Thesanr.  p.  169. 

torn.  i.  p.  503,  539.    Serm.  Maj.  p.  6.  See    also    Clarke's    Script.    Doctr. 

Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  iv.  cap.  7.  p.  p.  116.  ad  ed. 
534.  ed.  Bened.    Euseb.  in  Psalm. 
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Christ;  and  in  this  interpreters  ore  agreed.  Origen,  Hilary, 
and  the  ancient  author  of  the  commentaries  under  the  name 
of  St.  Ambrose,  refer  the  words  to  Christ.  ^The  two  latter,  as 
also  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  draw  an  argument  from  them  of  the 
absolute  omniscience  of  Christ.  Clemens  of  Alexandria  twice 
cites  the  text :  but  whether  he  understood  the  words  in  dispute 
to  relate  to  mystery  going  before,  or  to  the  person  of  Christy 
is  uncertain.  It  is  observable,  that  four  of  the  authors  now 
mentioned  read  the  words  somewhat  differently  from  the  present 
copies^.  As  to  the  sense  of  the  words,  and  their  reference  to 
Christ,  we  shall  find  but  little  reason  to  doubt,  if  we  consider 
the  general  scope  and  drift  of  the  Apostle  in  this  Epistle; 
which  was  to  set  forth  the  exceUency  and  dignity  of  Christ. 
This  appears  particularly  from  verses  15,  16,  17,  18,  and  19,  of 
the  first  chapter ;  and  from  the  9th  verse  of  this  very  chapter, 
where  we  are  told,  that  ^^  in  him  dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the 
"  Godhead  bodily."  Well  might  the  Apostle  say,  that  "  all  the 
"  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge  were  in  him,  in  whom 
"  all  the  fulness  of  the  Gkxlhead  teas  also.'"  I  know,  our 
adversaries,  whether  Socinians  or  Arians,  will  endeavour  to 
elude  the  force  of  this  text,  as  weU  as  of  the  other.  But  as  the 
Apostle  ushered  it  in  with  a  very  solemn  caution,  to  "  beware 
^'  lest  any  man  spoil  tis  through  philosophy  and  vain  deceit, 
"  after  the  tradition  of  men,  after  the  rudiments  of  the  world, 
''  and  not  after  Christ :"  so  let  all  true  Christians  beware,  lest 
they  be  imposed  upon  by  weak  pretences,  built  upon  false 
philosophy^  and  vain  deceit ;  not  upon  sound  and  true  reasoning. 
The  author  of  "  Scripture  Doctrine"''  refers  us^  to  John  xiv.  10. 
^^  The  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me,  he  doeth  the  works."  If  he 
means  that  the  Father's  nature  and  Oodhead  so  dwells  and 
resides  in  Christy  as  to  make  a  full  and  entire  communion 
of  substance  and  of  all  perfections,  insomuch  that  the  Son  shall 
therefore  be  tottus  ex  toto^  perfecttis  ex  per/ecto^  very  God  of  very 
God ;  then  indeed  this  construction  would  not  be  amiss,  being  the 
same  which  Hilary  and  some  other  Catholics  give  of  it.  Rut,  if 
he  understands  the  Father'^s  in-dwelling  in  any  lower  sense, 

b  Origen.  Comm.  in  Matt.  p.  309.  Clemens  and  Pseudo-Ambros.    Jfy«- 

Hilar.  p.  1025,  1028.     Pseudo-Am-  tery  in  Christ ;  Origen.    Mystery  of 

bro8.  in  loc.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  68j,  694.  Ood  even  Christ ;  Dei  Christi:  mlar. 

Vid.  et  Cyril.  Alex.  adv.  Antmropo-  ^  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  114. 

morph.  p.  382.  2d  ed. 


^  Mystery  qf  Ood  in  Christ  j  so 
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it  would  have  come  better  from  a  Socinian,  who  would  interpret 
the  fulness  of  the  Godhead,  of  the  Father  dwelling  in  the  man 
Christ  Jesus.  It  cannot  easily  be  imagined  that  the  Apostle, 
who  in  the  first  chapter  of  this  Epistle  had  said  so  many  high 
and  great  things  of  the  inherent  and  personal  dignity  of  the 
Son  of  God,  as  existing  before  all  things^  creating^  preservinffy 
and  sustaimnff  the  whole  universe,  should  now  fall  so  low  as  to 
tell  us,  that  he  meant  it  not  of  any  inherent  personal  dignity 
of  the  8on^  but  of  the  Father  only:  or  if  the  Apostle  had 
so  intended  it,  why  should  not  he  have  said  plainly  that 
the  Father  dwelt  in  him,  a  plain  easy  thing,  instead  of  sur- 
prising us  with  so  solemn  and  pompous  an  expression,  (and 
that  tooi  after  the  ceremony  of  a  preface  to  introduce  it,) 
as  that  in  him  dwelt  ^^all  the  fulness  of  the  Qodhead 
"  bodily  r 

The  author  of  **  Scripture  Doctrine,''  not  confiding  in  his  first 
explication,  invents  another,  inconsistent  with  it,  though  he  lets 
both  stand  together  in  the  same  page.  "  Fulness  of  GUwihead'' 
he  interprets  fulness  of  divine  potoer,  dominim^  and  authority : 
for  so  the  word  ^eoT7;9,  divinity ^  he  says,  signifies;  and  elsewhere'*, 
always  signifies.  He  is  much  mistaken  in  his  remark  upon  the 
sense  of  OeSrrfSy  as  might  be  shewn  by  a  hundred  instances  out  of 
the  best  ecclesiastical  writers ;  some  of  which  I  have  referred  to 
in  another  place  ^  and  upon  another  occasion.  However,  if  $€07719 
nUtcays  signifies  power,  dominion^  and  authority;  then  it  never 
signifies  the  Being  or  Person,  whose  that  potcer^  dominiony  or 
atsthority  is :  and  therefore  the  text  of  St.  John,  xiv.  10.  which 
speaks  of  the  Father's  (not  the  Father's  power,  dominion^  &c.) 
dwelUng  in  Christ,  is  very  inconsistently  put  together  with  this 
other  construction.  But  enough  of  this.  As  to  the  sense  of  the 
text.  Col.  ii.  9.  we  need  not  have  recourse  to  any  remote  and 
far-fetched  explications,  ^en  the  natural  and  obvious  construc- 
tion of  it  is  so  near  at  hand.  Whoever  considers  that  the  Logos^ 
or  Wordy  was  GW,  and  was  made  fleshy  or  was  *^  Cfod  manifest 
^^  in  the  fieshs,"  (as  St.  Paul  expresses  it,)  will  easily  believe 


«  Reply,  p.  283.  the  Greed,  p.  128.  and  Mills  in  loc. 

'  Defience  of  some  Queries,  vol.  i.    Dr.  Clarke^s    surmise,  that  all  tlie 
p.  323,  ^04.  Fathers  read  hs  or  t,  instoEui  of  Q^hs, 


%  I  Tun.  iii.  16.  As  to  Qt6s  in  this  till  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  century, 
text,  and  the  agreement  of  the  Greek  which  he  pretends  to  collect  from  the 
copies  in  it,  consult  Bp.  Pearson  on    temjr  of  their  comments,  is  without 
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that  that  was  the  great  mystery  which  St.  Paul  had  in  his 
thou^ts,  when  he  told  us  that  the  fulness  of  the  Chdhead  dwelt 
in  Christ  bodily.  He  had  the  more  reason  to  usher  this  in  with 
a  prefatory  caution  against  philosophy  and  vain  deceit^  because 
the  mystery  of  God  incarnate  was  what  the  disputers  of  this 
world  were  most  of  all  offended  at,  and  what  none  of  the  heretics 
of  the  earliest  times  would  come  into^^.  The  Docetse,  a  very 
early  sect,  denied  the  humanity  of  Christ,  that  they  might  still 
retain  the  belief  of  his  divinity ;  while  Cerinthus  and  the  Ebion- 
ites  denied  his  dimnity^  that  they  might  still  admowledge  his 
huma/nity ;  neither  one  nor  other  admitting  the  divinity  and 
humamty  together,  because  such  an  union  and  mixture  of  Chd 
and  man  appeared  utteriy  repugnant  to  their  philosophy.  Both 
those  heresies  probably  had  thdr  rise  in  the  Apostles^  times, 
aaod  before  St.  Paul  wrote  this  Epistle.  And  now  we  may  under- 
stand what  St.  Paul  meant  hy  fulness  of  Chdhead.  The  dvoine 
nature^  the  Aoyof,  fuU  and  perfect  God,  assumed  a  body,  took 
flesh  upon  him,  or  became  incarnate.  The  ^^  Word  was  nuuie 
^'  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us,^  (in  our  nature,)  ^^  and  of  his/t^ 
"  ness  have  we  all  received.""  John  i.  14,  15,  16. 

The  construction  which  I  have  here  given  of  this  remarkable 
passage  is  not  mine,  but  that  of  the  primitive  Catholic  writers  \ 
as  well  before  as  after  the  Council  of  Nice.  Now  to  return  to 
the  point  which  we  were  before  upon :  since  it  appears  how  high 
and  great  things  the  Apostle  has  said  of  Christy  in  the  two  first 
chapters  of  this  Epistle,  we  have  the  more  reason  to  believe 

any  grounda.    See   Greg.    Nyssen.  Note,  that  the  citadon  which  Pr. 

Orat.  X.  contr.  Eunom.  p.  693.  where  Clarke  ^Script.  Doctr.  p.  114.)  brings 

ec6f  is  read,  and  the  tenor  of  the  out  of  Athanasius,  as  if  it  had  been 

comment  requires  that  reading.  his  interpretation  of  this  text,  has  no 

^  See  my  Defence  of  some  Queries,  reference  at  all  to  it ;  as  any  one  may 

vol.  i.  p.  470,  471.                        ^  see  by  looking  into  Athanasius,  Epist. 

*  Ai6ir€p  Koi  t6  fV  T1J9  TTopOofov  ad  Philadelph.  torn.  i.  p.  9T6. 

<r»/Aa,  x^^P'i^''^  ^^  ^  irX^fMOfia  rrjs  Tantus  est  Fllius  quantus  videbitur 

B€6rrfros  a^funvc&f,  rfj  Bt^TTfri  irot'  Pater :  totus  de  toto,  integer  de  in- 

wrtot  fjimrtu^  koi  T€$9onroUiTai'  ol  xapuf  tegro,  perfectus  de  perfecto,  consimi- 

6  avrhs  Bths  kclL  ^Aj^p«Mroff  'l^crovr  mataque  virtute :  sicut  Apostolus  dicit 

Xpurr6sirpo€^pT€V€To  ivv6fi^8cc.  Con-  ad  Coloesenses,  in  quo  **  omnia  pleni- 

ctl.AiUioch.]^i$t.Ijabb,Una,i.p,S4S,  "tudo  Divinitatis  corporaHter  nabi- 

Ei  yhp  ovK  ion  tear  obfrlap  ifUMog  6  *'  tat."   Oreo.  Naziam.  Orat.  xhriii. 

-  vl^s  TQv  irarpbs,  Xciirci  r\  rfj  tli^vi,  Koi  ex  versione  Ruff.  p.  733. 

oitK  toTi  wXfiprft  fUiip,  o^  riXtiop  Vid.  Hilar,  p.  979>  903*  988,  1363. 

iirtuyaa'iui.  itStt  oSv  ivaytpiixrKtTt  r6,  Epiphan.    Ancorat.    p.    95.    contr. 

€v  avT^  Korouul  iroy  t6  9rX^pa>fAa  TTjg  Hseres.  p.  889.  Exposit.  nid.  Justin. 

Bt^vrfTos  oMfWTucms ;  Athanas.  de  Sy-  Mart,  ascript. 
nod.  p.  753.  Comp.  p.  556.  ed.  Bened. 
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that  he  meant  to  ascribe  absolute  omnisdenee  to  him,  when  he 
said,  that  '^  in  him  are  hid  all  the  treasures  of  wisdom  and 
"  knowledge.'*' 

A  further  proof  of  his  onmiscience  may  be  drawn  from  his 
being  indisputably  equal  in  knowledge  to  the  Holy  Spirit  of 
God ;  that  Spirit  which  "  searcheth  iJl  things,''  even  the  "  deep 
^^  things  of  God ;"  and  who  is  as  well  acquainted  with  the  mind 
of  God,  as  a  man  is  with  his  own  heart  and  mind.  I  mention 
not  other  arguments  of  the  Son's  omniscience^  deducible  from  his 
creative  powers,  and  his  being  Preserver  and  Sustainer  of  the 
universe,  and  from  the  names  of  Wisdom,  and  Trtnth^,  given  to 
him  in  holy  Scripture ;  and  from  his  intimate  union  with,  and 
knowledge  of,  God  the  Father:  these  and  the  like  considerations 
may  serve  still  more  and  more  to  confirm  us  in  the  belief  of  it, 
and  to  render  it  less  questionable  with  serious  and  considering 
men.  I  shall  only  add,  that  the  Ante-Nicene  GathoUcs  were  no 
strangers  to  this  doctrine  which  I  here  maintain ;  but  asserted 
it,  many  of  them^,  as  fuUy  as  I  have  done:  none,  so  far  as 
appears,  ever  presuming  to  oppose  or  contradict  it.  But  there 
are  some  objections  against  the  evidence  I  have  produced,  which 
come  next  to  be  considered.  I  shall  confine  myself  to  such 
pretences  as  have  been  lately  revived,  and  artfully  set  ofl^,  by  the 
author  of  "  Scripture  Doctrine." 

1.  As  to  our  Lord's  being  "  Searcher  of  the  hearts,"  he 
thinks"  it  may  be  accounted  for  from  a  passage  of  Clemens  of 
Alexandria" ;  which  he  would  gladly  so  interpret  as  to  make 
Clemens  say,  that  Christ  is,  by  the  wiUofthe  Almighty,  Inspector 
of  our  hearts.  But  I  have  in  another  place  ^  took  notice  how 
widely  he  has  mistaken  the  sense  of  his  author. 

2.  A  second  pi*etenceP  to  invalidate  our  proofs  of  the  Son's 

^  Vid.    Origen    in    Joh.    p.    28.  containinff  wiU, 

Didym.  de  Spir.  Sanct.  p.  515.  See  parallel  expressions  in  other 

^  See  this  made  good  in  my  Defence,  authors.    M6vog  de  6  e^^r  nepUxfi  rfj 

&c.  voL  i.  p.  337,  &c.  /3ot;X^o-€i    t6    itclv.    Pseudo-Just,   ad 

m  Script.  Doctr.  p.  45,  118,  294.  Orthod.  Qu.  11. 

^  Thv  Kvpuov  'hja-ovv  t^  iravroKpa"  Immensus  cum  sit  Deus,  et  mundi 

Topuc^  BcXrffiari  tnlfricoTrop  ttjs  Kopdlag  opifex,  atque  omnipotens,  immensa  et 

^fjMv.  5/rom.  iv.  p.  611.  mmidiopiiice,atqueom}»tj90^tfntttH>/ttfi- 

^  Defence  of  some  Queries,  vol.  i.  tate,  et  effectu  novo,  potenter  et  effi- 

p.  338.  caciter  fecit  ut  omnis  plenitudo,  &c. 

N.  B.  Ucan'OKpaTopuc^  B€\rffiaTi,  in  Fragm,  Irenai,  p.  342.   ed.  Bened. 

Clemens,  does  not  signify  6y  the  wiU  Comp.  Qem.  Alex.  p.  647,  679. 

of  the  Almighty,  as  ttie  Doctor  con-  p  See  Qarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  45, 

strues  it;  but  by  his  sovereign,  all'  138. 
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cmnisdmce,  is  from  John  viii.  28.  where  our  Lord  says,  *^  I  do 
"  nothing  of  myself;  but  as  my  Father  hath  taught  me,  I  speak 
"  these  things/'  The  ML  meaning  of  which  is  no  more  than 
this,  that  God  the  Son  is  intimately  united  with  the  Father, 
never  separate  from  him ;  and  therefore  neither  acts  nor  speaks 
but  in  conc^t  with  him.  Our  blessed  Saviour,  speaking  of  his 
Father  and  himself,  is  pleased  to  take  up  with  such  expressions 
as  are  of  common  use  with  us :  but  they  are  to  be  soberly  inter- 
preted, suitably  to  the  dignity  of  the  subject.  Tlus  I  observe, 
lest  the  word  iaugkt^  taken  from  what  is  customary  amongst 
men,  should  be  apt  to  convey  «  low  idea^  when  applied  (though 
IB  a  more  refined  and  elevated  sense)  to  the  Persons  of  the  ever 
blessed  Trinity^).  It  is  very  certain  that  the  Son  has  his  know- 
ledge, and  every  other  perfection,  from  the  Father,  in  the  same 
sense  as  he  hath  also  Hs  nature  or  substance'  from  the  Father : 
but  it  should  be  considered,  that  after  our  blessed  Lord  had 
said,  **  The  Son  can  do  nothing  of  himself,"  (John  v.  19.)  he 
immediately  added,  "  For  what  things  soever  he  (the  Father) 
^'  doth,  these  also  doth  the  Son  likewise.*"  Let  it  then  be  ac- 
iaiowledged,  that  the  Son  can  know  nothing  of  himself^  provided 
only  that  we  add  this  consideration  to  it,  that  *^  what  things 
^<  soe^rer  the  Father  knoweth^  these  also  knoioeth  the  Son  like- 
^^  wise  ;^  and  then  it  will  appear  that  those  expressions,  which 
the  objectors  lay  hold  on,  are  so  far  from  denoting  any  imper- 
fection in  the  Son^s  knowledge,  that,  on  the  contrarj',  they  set 
forth  the  great  and  unmeasurable  perfection  of  it,  as  being  in- 
separably linked  with,  and  indeed  one  and  the  same  in  extent 
and  degree  with,  the  Father's, 

3.  A  third  objection '  against  what  we  assert  is  taken  from 
Rev.  i.  1.  "  The  revelation  of  Jesus  Christ,  which  God  gave  unto 
"  him."  But  this  has  no  difiiculty  with  any  who  consider  that 
all  the  transactions  of  God  the  Father  with  mankind  are  in  and 


<i  Bicere  autem  et  loqvi,  in  Trini-  Patrem,  ejusdem  naturae  in  Patre  et 

tate,  non  secundum  consuetudinem  Filio,  consensusoue,  significatio  est. 

nostram accipiendum,  sed  juxta  Didym.  de  Spir,  5.  p.  515.  ed.  Bened. 

fonnamincorporaliumnaturarum "  Filius  nihil   a  semetipso  possit 

neque  enim  ignorante  FiHo  (qui  Sapi-  *'  facere,  nisi  viderit  Patrem  facien- 

entia  et  Veritas  est)  Pater  suam  nun-  "  tern:"  in  sensu  scilicet  facientem. 

dat   voluntatem;    cum   omne   quod  Pater  enim  sensu  ag^t;  Filius  vero, 

loquitur  sapiens  verusc^ue  subsistens  qui  in  Patris  sensu  est,  videns  perficit. 

in  sapientia  habeat,  et  m  substantia.  Tertull,  contr.  Prow.  cap.  15. 

Loqui  ergo  Pa^«m  et  audire  Filium,  ^  Clarke's    Script.    Doctr.  p.  45, 

vd  e  contrarioy  Filio  loquente,  audire  172. 
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by  Christ  Jesw,  Every  revelation  of  Gkxi  is  through  Christ  his 
Son,  the  Revealer  and  Interpreter  of  the  otherwise  unknown 
Father,  and  his  will,  to  men.  This  order  and  economy,  observable 
in  the  Persons  of  the  sacred  Trinity^  is  what  we  ought  humbly 
to  adore  and  reverence,  rather  than  pry  too  curiously  into ; 
lest,  pretending  to  be  "wise  above  what  is  written,*"  we  fall 
from  our  own  steadfastness,  and  lose  ourselves  in  inextricable 
mazes. 

4.  The  last  and  most  material  objection  against  us  is  from 
Mark  xiii,  32.  ^^  But  of  that  day,  and  that  hour,  knoweth  no 
'^  man,  no,  not  the  angels  which  are  in  heaven,  neither  the  Son, 
"  but  the  Father.''  Or  "  Father  only,"  as  it  is  in  Matt.  xxiv. 
^6,  which  the  author  of"  Scripture  Doctrine''  particularly  taketh 
notice  of*.  He  does  not,  in  terms,  declare  whether  this  text 
be,  in  his  opinion,  a  proof  of  €k>d  the  Son's  being  ignorwnt  of 
any  thing ;  but  is  content  to  say  t,  or  insinuate,  as  from  Irenseus, 
(though  he  mistranslates  his  author,)  that  the  Father  is  superior 
m  knowledge,  and  that  he  only  has  perfect  knowledge :  very  sus- 
picious and  doubtful  expressions,  and  left  without  guard  or 
caution.  But  to  come  to  the  point ;  I  am  to  shew  that  these 
texts  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Matthew  prove  nothing  at  all  against 
the  perfect  knowledgey  or  strict  omniscience^  of  the  divine  nature  of 
Christ.  It  is  not  said,  the  Son  of  God  knew  not  the  day  of 
judgment ;  but  the  iSon,  that  is,  the  Son  of  man,  as  appears 
from  the  context  in  both  the  Evangelists:  Matt.  xxiv.  37,  39. 
Mark  xiii.  26,  34.  And  it  is  well  observed  by  Athanasius", 
that,  after  our  Lord  had  mentioned  the  angels  as  not  knowing 
that  day,  he  did  not  add,  neither  the  Holy  Ohost ;  that  it  might 
still  be  considered,  that  if  the  Holy  Ohost  knew  the  day,  well 
might  also  God  the  Son  know  it ;  and  that  therefore  what  is  here 
said  of  the  Son,  relates  to  the  Son  of  man  only.  It  is  objected 
by  Grellius  and  others,  that  it  could  not  with  truth  and  sincerity 
be  said  of  Christ,  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  day,  if  he  knew  it 
in  any  capacity ;  as  it  cannot  be  denied  that  man  is  immortal, 
so  long  as  he  is  immortal  in  any  respect  or  capacity.  But  to 
this  I  answer,  that  as  it  may  be  truly  said  of  the  body  of  man, 
that  it  is  not  immortal,  though  the  soul  be  :  so  it  may  be  truly 
said,  that  the  Son  of  ma/n  was  not  knotoing,  though  the  Son  of 


•  See  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.        *  Clarke's  Scr.  Doct.  p.  133, 134. 
45^  132.  ^  Athanas.  torn.  L  p,  593. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


SEBM.  vn.  proved /rom  Ms  Attributes.  163 

God  knew  every  thing.  Now,  since  CArist  may  speak  of  hinsielf, 
either  as  Shn  of  Oodj  or  as  Son  of  man ;  it  is  not  inconsistent 
with  truth  and  sincerity  for  him  to  deny  that  he  knew  what  he 
really  did  know  in  one  capacity,  while  he  was  ignoromt  of  it  in 
another.  Our  Lord  says  in  one  place,  '^  Now  I  am  no  more  in 
"  the  world,''  John  xviL  1 1.  and  in  another  place,  "  Ye  have  the 
"  poor  always  with  you,  but  me  ye  have  not  always,''  Matt.  xxvi. 
II.  denying  that  he  was,  or  should  be,  any  longer  present  with 
his  disciples :  which  can  only  be  understood  of  his  human  nature 
and  bodily  presence  ;  for  in  another  respect  he  elsewhere  says, 
^^  Lo^  I  am  with  you  always,"  Matt,  xxviii.  ^o.  and,  '^  If  any 
'^  man  love  me — my  Father  will  love  him,  and  we  will  come  unto 
^'  him,  and  make  our  abode  with  him,"  John  xiv.  23.  From 
hence  we  see  that  our  blessed  Lord  might,  without  any  breach 
of  sincerity,  deny  that  of  himself  considered  in  one  capacity, 
which  he  could  not  have  denied  in  another.  He  denies  the 
knowledge  of  the  day  of  judgment,  but  in  respect  of  his  Jmrna/n 
nature;  in  which  respect  also  he  is  said  to  have  ^'increased  in 
^^  wisdom,"  Luke  ii.  52.  the  divine  Logoe  having  with  the  human 
nature  assumed  the  ignorance  and  other  infirmities  proper  to  it'. 
If  it  be  objected  that  the  Son  is  here  placed  after  the  angeky  and 
that  the  gradation  requires  that  we  should  understand  the  text 
of  a  nature  superior  to  angels ;  it  is  easily  answered,  that  the  Son 
of  man's  union  with  the  LogoSy  and  the  particular  concern  the 
Son  of  man  has  in  the  last  judgment,  are  sufficient  to  account  for 
the  supposed  climax^  or  gradationv. 

Upon  the  whole  then  it  appears,  that  our  Lord  might  very 
sincerely  and  justly  say,  that  he  knew  not  the  day  or  hour  of 
the  final  judgment,  understanding  it  of  himself  considered  in  his 
hwman  capacity ;  though  at  the  same  time,  in  another  respect, 
he  could  not  be  ignorant  of  any  things.     If  it  be  pretended 

*  See  Mr.  Boyse's  very  judicious  with  reeommending  one,  without  con- 
account  of  this  text,  in  answer  to  the  demning  another.  He  may  please  to 
pretences  of  Mr.  Emlyn^  who  never  consider,  that  we  are  upon  the  drfen-^ 
thought  fit  to  make  any  reply  to  that  sive  onlv  with  regard  to  these  two 
part.  texts ;  tnat  we  prove  the  Son's  omni' 

7  See  Dr.  Bennet  on  the  Trinity,  science  from  otner  texts ;  and  that  a 

p.  154,  &c.  respondent,  as  such,  can  never  heg  the 

2  A  2earftec7  gentleman  has  lately  question:    not  to  mention  that  the 

attempted  a  different  solution  of  the  distinction  of  the  two  natures,  divine 

difficulty  arising  from  these  texts ;  for  and   human,  is   demonstrably   plain 

which  I  heartily  thank  him.  I  do  not  from  other  Scriptures ;  that  therefore 

dislike  the  proposing  of  several  ways  our  solution  is  venr  natural  and  obvi- 

of  coming  to  the  same  point :  only  I  ous ;  that  it  must  be  admitted  with  re- 

wish  the  author  had  been  content  gard  to  Luke  ii.  5a.  (and  why  not  in  the 
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further,  that  the  Sm  of  Ood^  as  such,  and  every  other  person 
whatever,  is  excluded,  because  of  the  words  "Father  onlyf' 
I  answer,  that  the  exclusive  term  only  is  not  to  be  so  strictly 
interpreted  as  to  exclude  what  essentially  belongs  to  the  Father^ 
Qnd  may  be  reckoned  to  him,  as  included  in  him,  his  Word,  or 
Spirit.  It  is  said,  Rev.  xix.  12.  of  Grod  the  Son^  that  *'  he  had 
"  a  name  written,  which  no  one  (ov^clj)  knew  but  he  himself.'^ 
Now  if  it  be  reasonable  and  just  to  infer  from  thence,  that  the 
Father  was  ignoroM  of  that  name ;  then  let  it  also  be  reasonable 
to  infer  from  this  place  of  St.  Matthew,  that  the  Son  was  ignorant 
of  the  day  otjvdgment :  or,  if  such  inference  be  manifestly  false 
and  unjustifiable  in  one  case,  there  must  be  something  more 
than  the  bare  force  of  the  eoBchsive  term  to  make  it  true  or 
justifiable  in  the  other. 

From  what  hath  been  said  it  is  manifest,  that  holy  Scripture 
has  by  necessary  consequence,  and  also  in  express  terms,  ascribed 
ommsdence  to  the  Son  of  God ;  and  that  the  pretences  against 
it  are  of  no  weight ;  being  founded  only  on  misinterpretation  of 
texts,  and  misapplication  of  what  relates  to  Christ  in  one  capa- 
city, to  him  considered  in  another. 

3.  I  proceed,  thirdly,  to  another  divine  attribute  ascribed  to 
Christ  in  holy  Scripture,  viz.  onvnipresence.  The  texts  which 
prove  it  are  these  that  follow.  "  Where  two  or  three  are 
"  gathered  together  in  my  name,  there  am  I  in  the  midst  of 
**  them,"  Matt,  xviii.  20.  **  Lo,  I  am  with  you  always,  even 
"  unto  the  end  of  the  world*,*"  Matt,  xxviii.  20.  "  By  him  all 
"  things  consist,^  Col.  i.  17.  These  texts  demonstrate  that  our 
blessed  Lord  is  present  on  earth,  at  the  same  time  that  he  is  also 
present  in  heaven ;  that  his  presence  reaches  to  all  the  ends  of 
the  earth,  to  all  men  living  quite  round  the  globe,  to  the  whole 
system  of  creatures ;  for  ^^  by  him  all  things  consist  :^  as  much 
as  to  say,  "  In  him  they  live,  and  move,  and  have  their  being ;" 
which  is  the  most  lively  and  emphatical  description  of  the 
omnipresence  of  God.  Ohrisfs  omnipresence  is  likewise  intimated 
from  the  worship  ordered  to  be  paid  him  by  men,  by  angels^,  by 


other  place  ?)  and  that  if  our  Sa-  off  all  scruple  with  respect  to  so  easy 

viour's  dark  and   mystical  way   of  and  so  unexceptionable  a  solution  as 

speaking  be  sufficient  to  justify  even  ours  is. 

so  hard  a  supposition  as  that  seems  ^  Vid.  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  239. 

to  be  which  this  ffentleman  goes  upon.  In  Joh.  p.  122,  128,  419. 

it  will  be  more  than  sufficient  to  take  ^  Heb.  i.  6. 
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the  whole  creation  c.  The  same  thing  may  certainly  be  inferred 
from  his  being  Creator  of  the  universe.  Hence  it  is  that 
the  ancients  do,  with  one  voice,  declare  for  the  ommpresence 
of  God  the  Son<*.  Some  of  them  indeed  have  been  thought 
to  have  given  into  contrary  sentiments,  in  their  disputes  with  the 
Noetians  or  Jews :  but,  upon  careful  inquiry,  this  appears  to  be 
only  a  groundless  surmise;  as  is  largely  and  solidly  proved 
by  the  judicious  and  learned  Bp.  Bull^. 

It  may  perhaps  be  objected,  that  the  Son'*s  being  present  to 
all  men,  or  even  to  all  creatures,  does  not  prove  his  omnipresence 
in  the  largest  and  fullest  sense.  To  which  it  is  sufficient 
to  reply,  that  though  there  is  not  any  Scripture-proof  of 
an  absolute  omnipresence  of  the  Son,  extending  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  world  into  I  know  not  what  imaginary  extramv/ndane 
spaces,  yet  there  is  full  proof  of  his  om/nipresence  through  the 
whole  creation :  which  is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  the  very 
same  thing  to  us  with  divine  om/nipresence;  and  is  as  high 
as  Scripture  has  any  where  carried  the  omnipresence  even  of  God 
the  Father.  Thus  far  I  have  proceeded  in  the  proof  of  the 
divine  attributes  ascribed  in  Scripture  to  our  Saviour  Christ :  the 
titles  I  have  recounted  and  vindicated  in  a  former  discourse. 
Nothing  now  remains  but 

III.  To  sum  up  the  force  of  the  general  argument,  and 
to  obviate  such  general  objections  as  are  brought  to  weaken  our 
conclusion.  I  have  left  myself  but  little  room  for  this :  indeed, 
much  is  not  needful.  If  the  premises  stand,  the  conclusion 
makes  itself.  Every  single  attribute  that  hath  been  mentioned, 
every  single  tttlcj  almost,  justifies  the  inference,  that  Christ  is  no 
creature,  but  truly  and  strictly  God:  all  together  make  so  full, 
so  clear,  so  irrefragable  a  demonstration  of  it,  that  one  might 
justly  wonder  how  any,  who  retain  the  least  regard  or  reverence 
towards  the  sacred  Writ,  can  make  any  serious  doubt  of  it. 
It  cannot  be  shewn  that  any  one  of  those  names,  titles,  attributes, 
and  essential  properties  of  G^,  was  ever  given,  in  this  manner, 

«  Rev.  V.  8.  015.  cd.  Bened.    Clem.  Alex.  p.  7ii» 

Si  homo    tantimimodo    Chrbtus,  831,    840.    ed.   Ox.     Tertult.  adv. 

quomodo  adest  ubique  invocatus,  cum  mx.  c.  23.    Origen.    contr.    Cels. 

haec  hominis  natura  non  sit,  sed  Dei,  p.  230.  164.   Hippolyt.  Fragm.  p.  45. 

ut  adesse  onmi  loco  poesit  ?  NowU.  vol.  u.  Fabric. 

cap.  14.  e  Bull.  Defens.  Fid.  Nic.  sect.  iv. 

**  Just.  Mart.  Apol.  ii.  cap.  ii.  p.  cap.  3. 

27   ed.  Ox.    Irenseus,  p.  190,  231, 
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and  with  those  ou-cumstanoes^  to  any  creatttre.  IS  one  or  two  of 
them  (as  the  name  Ood  for  instance)  might  be  equivocal^  yet 
the  rest  are  not  so ;  and  the  manner  and  oiroumgtanceay  where- 
with they  are  ascribed  to  Christy  sufficiently  determine  the  sense 
of  them.  If  titles  alone  are  not  of  weight  sufficient^  attrOutes 
come  in  to  strengthen  and  confirm  them ;  and  if  any  scruples 
remain  stilly  creation  and  adoration  understood  of,  and  attributed 
to  Christy  render  the  proof  still  more  irrefragable.  The  strength 
and  number  of  the  evidences  concurring  to  establish  Ghrist^s 
divinity^  when  fewer  and  less  considerable  might  have  been 
sufficient,  is  very  wonderful ;  as  if  Divine  Wisdom  had  purposely 
so  ordered  it,  foreseeing  what  opposition  would  be  made  to  it. 
Were  it  possible,  by  any  quirk  or  subtilty,  to  elude  every 
single  evidence,  yet  the  joint  force  of  all  together  would  be  very 
considerable ;  because  it  is  hardly  to  be  imagined  that,  in 
an  affair  of  this  moment,  Ood  would  ever  have  suffered  so  many 
plausible  appearances,  and  specious  presumptions,  of  a  thing 
that  is  not,  to  stand  in  Scripture,  for  the  deception  even  of  wise, 
and  goody  and  conscientious  men.  The  Jemsh  Church  were 
trained  up  to  a  sense  of  the  true  Oody  by  those  very  characters 
which  are  applied  to  Ohrist.  Upon  those  they  formed  their 
idea  of  the  dimfhe  Being :  and  would  have  thought  it  llasphemff 
to  have  ascribed  the  same,  though  by  way  of  figure  only,  (in  so 
serious  a  concern,)  to  any  creature.  And  not  they  only,  but  all 
mankind  must  allow,  that  none  more  expressive  and  significant 
characters  of  God  can  be  devised,  than  several  of  those  are 
which  are  applied  to  Christ.  If  we  are  mistaken  in  this  matter, 
it  is  a  mistake  which  the  Christian  world,  by  plain  force  of 
Scripture,  has,  in  a  manner,  inevitably  been  led  into.  He  must 
be  a  very  weak  man  who  can  imagine,  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  could  ever  have  come  in,  or  could  have  subsisted  half  a 
century,  were  it  not  for  the  plain  and  irresistible  reasons  for  it, 
appearing  in  holy  Scripture.  How  the  matter  now  stands  all  the 
Christian  world  over  (except  a  few  Beclaimants)  is  very  well 
known.  If  we  run  up  fourteen  hundred  years  higher,  or  there- 
about, we  find  the  body  of  the  Bishops  and  Clergy,  summoned 
from  all  parts  to  debate  this  very  question^  determining  at  length 
as  we  have  done,  and  as  much  deceived  (if  we  are  deceived)  as 
we  are  at  this  day.  If  we  look  sixty  years  higher,  and  may 
judge  of  the  principles  of  the  Church  at  that  time,  from  those 
of  the  two  celebrated  Bishops  of  Alexandria  and  Rome,  with 
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their  Clei^;  we  still  find  them  lying  under  the  same  fatal 
deception  that  prevails  now.  Go  up  a  hundred  years  higher, 
to  the  middle  of  the  second  century;  still,  all  the  way  as 
we  pass,  we  meet  with  plain  marks  and  characters  of  the  same 
delmion  (if  it  be  any)  overspreading  the  Church  of  Christy  at  a 
time  when  miracles  were  not  ceased,  nor  revelations  uncommon. 
In  short,  when  we  have  carried  our  searches  up  to  the  very 
apostolic  age,  we  still  observe  manifest  footsteps  of  the  same 
error  (if  it  be  one)  prevailing :  nor  can  we  find  so  much  as  one 
nmn  of  any  considerable  repute  among  GhristianSy  whom  we  can 
certainly  prove  to  have  l^een  free  from  it.  Surely  God  had  soon 
forsaken  his  heriktffe,  and  given  up  his  Church  to  strong  delfisions, 
(that  Church  against  which  the  gcttes  of  hell  shaU  never  prevail,) 
if  we  have  been  mistaken  in  these  things.  It  appears  however 
from  hence^  how  powerfiil  and  forcible  the  Scripture  evidences 
of  Ghrist^s  divinity  have  ever  been  upon  the  minds  of  men :  not 
the  illiterate,  unthinking,  or  injudicious;  but  the  wisest,  the 
most  considerate,  the  brightest  ornaments  and  the  most  eminent 
lights  of  the  Christian  Church.  But  our  adversaries  are  men 
that  can  look  up  against  all  these  evidences,  and  can  harden 
their  minds  in  opposition  to  them.  Let  us  see  what  they 
have  to  plead,  in  order  to  fence  off  conviction,  and  to  keep 
their  wretched  cause  in  any  tolerable  countenance,  at  this  day. 

I.  To  our  argument,  so  far  as  respects  the  divinetitles  given  to 
God  the  Son  in  holy  Scripture,  it  is  objected^  that  the  highest 
titles  of  aO,  such  as  ihlrurrosy  the  Most  High^  or  Supreme; 
mavTOKpdr^p,  the  Almighty,  ot  Supreme  over  ail;  cIs  €>€bs  koI 
mariip  ^Aprmvy  the  one  Ood  and  Father  of  ail ;  els  €>€bs  i(  oS  Th 
vivra,  one  Chd  of  whom  are  aU  things ;  are  never  applied  to  the 
Son  in  Scripture.  To  which  I  answer,  first,  that  if  God  the  Son 
has  not  every  divvM  title  which  is  applied  in  Scripture  to  God 
the  Father^  yet  he  has  more  than  enough  to  prove  that  he  is  no 
creature,  but  that  he  is  truly,  strictly,  and  essentially  God :  so 
that  if  any  other  high  titles  be  ascribed  to  the  Father,  (not  as 
Father,  but  as  Cfod ;)  those  also,  though  not  specially  applied 
to  the  Son  in  Scripture,  are  virtually  contained  and  necessarily 
included  in  those  other  that  are  expressly  ^ven  him.  I  answer, 
secondly,  that  the  title  of  TravTOKparfap  (Almighty)  is  expressly 
applied  to  €k)d  the  Son  in  Scripture,  as  hath  been  shewn» :  and 

'  Modest  Plea.  «  Serm.  vi.  p.  141. 
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the  sense  of  if^toroj  {Most  High,  or  Supreme  over  oflT)  is  plamljr 
ascribed  to  him.  Bom.  ix.  5.  And  very  probably  the  title  itself 
in  other  Scriptm*es  is  applied  to  him*>,  were  it  worth  the  whifo 
to  insist  upon  a  fruitless  nicety,  after  so  many  and  great  proofe 
of  what  we  maintain.  As  to  the  titles  of  one  God  and  Father  ofalty 
and  one  God  the  Father  of  whom  are  all  things^  we  should  think 
it  very  strange  indeed  to  find  them  applied  to  Ghd  the  Son  ; 
because,  taken  all  together,  they  are  personal  titles,  peculiarly 
belonging  to  Ood  the  Father.  It  must  appearvery  much  for  the 
advantage  of  our  cause,  that  Scripture  has  so  indifferently 
applied  every  divine  title  almost  to  Father  and  Son,  as  barely 
to  leave  no  more  than  were  proper  or  necessary  to  keep  up  the 
distinction  of  Persons:  and  it  must  appear  as  a  standing 
monument  against^  our  adversaries,  to  their^  shame  and  con- 
fusion, that  after  we  have  given  them  every  proof  that  can  be 
requisite  to  shew  that  the  Son  is  strictly  God,  yet  none  shall  be 
thought  sufficient,  unless  it  be  a  proof  of  what  we  pretend  not, 
of  God  the  Sons  being  the  very  same  Person  with  God  the 
Father.  This  indeed  is  the  secret  meaning  of  all  the  opposition 
made  against  us :  here  lies  the  mystery  of  their  heresy  in  this 
one  false  principte ;  that  the  Son  cannot  be  the  supreme  God, 
that  is,  not  truly,  strictly,  and  essentially  God,  unless  he  be  the 
very  Person  of  the  Father.  Upon  this  bottom  rest  both 
SahelUamsm  and  Ariwnimn ;  and  this  is  what  the  advocates  c^ 
both  have,  betwixt  thera,  been  laboiuing  to  prove  now  for 
fifteen  hundred  years,  and  have  met  with  nothing  but  disappointr 
ment.  To  conclude  this  article :  we  readily  allow  that  the  title 
of  one  God  and  Father  0/  all  is  no  where  applied,  either  in 
Scripture  or  antiquity ^  to  Grod  the  Son ;  because  the  Son  is  not 
the  Father  :  but  the  title  of  the  one  God  we  prove  to  belong  to 
him,  as  often  as  we  prove  that  he  is  Lord  and  God^  Jehovah,  ever 
all  God  blessed,  and  the  like;  for  ScriptiH*e  acknowledges 
no  more  Gods  than  one.  The  title  of  one  God  the  Father  of  whom 
are  aU  things^  naay  also  be  peculiar  to  the  Faiher'\  because  of  the 

^  Psahn  Lrxxvii.  5.  Vid.  Teitull.  ^c.  continued  is  so  destitute  of  argu- 

contr.  Prax.  c.  97.  Athanas.  p.  889.  ments    from    Scriptiure,  that  he  is 

Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  iii.  cap.  3.  p.  forced    to    repeat   this  text    of  the 

498.    Psahn  hcoii.  18.    Vid.  Athan.  Corinthians  (though  nothing  to  his 

p.  880.  Ambros.  p.  4^.  Luke  i.  76.  purpose)  perpetuuly;    and  it  is  to 

Vid.  Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  iii.  cap.  2.  serve  for  an  answer  almost  to  every 

p.  408.  thinff.      The    Son    is   not   the   one 

i  N.  B.  The  author  of  JMhdest  Plea  Qodofwhom  are  aU  things,  says  he. 
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permmal  distingiiidiing  characters,  Father^  and  ofwhm^  denoting 
some  particular  manner  of  wHmsting^  or  operating.  But  if 
the  Son  be  QoAy  by  whom  are  all  things,  he  is  esentiaUy,  though 
not  personally^  the  same  God  with  the  FcMer/  unless  there 
be  more  Qoda  than  one.     But, 

2.  Another  objection  to  our  general  argument  drawn  from 
the  titles  and  attributes  is,  that  they  are  ascribed  to  the  Father 
in  a  higher  and  more  eminent  manner  than  to  the  Son^.  This 
objection  is  so  loosely  and  carelessly  worded,  that  it  is  not 
easy  to  fix  any  certain  sense  to  it.  Would  but  the  objectors  say, 
in  plain  terms,  that  the  titles  of  &od,  or  Jehovahj  or  Almighty^ 
when  applied  to  the  Son,  do  not  signify  truly  and  strictly  divine^ 
necessarily  existing^  supreme  over  aU^  as  when  applied  to  the 
Father,  we  might  readily  know  how  to  deal  with  them :  or  would 
they  but  say,  that  the  attributes  of  eternity ,  omniscience^  omni- 
presencey  &c.  when  ascribed  to  the  Son,  signify  no  more  than  a 
limited  duration,  knowledge,  presence,  &c.  we  should  thank  them 
for  speaking  plain,  and  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  of  confuting 
what  they  have  to  plead  for  such  rash  and  blasphemous  assertions. 
But  since  they  are  pleased  only  to  express  themselves  indefinitely 
and  uncertainly,  we  can  give  them  no  certain  answer  more  than 
this ;  that,  supposing  those  titles  or  attributes  to  be  ascribed  in 
a  more  emphatical  and  eminent  manner  to  the  Fathei\  as  first 
Person^  yet  they  are  ascribed  also  to  the  Son  in  their  utmost 
latitude  and  extent,  and  in  the  very  same  sense ;  {omniscience  or 
eternity  signifying  neither  more  nor  less  than  omniscience  or 
eternity^  whether  applied  to  one  or  to  the  other  ;)  and  therefore 
the  objection  from  the  more  eminent  manner,  according  as  it  is 
understood,  is  either  without  truth,  or  without  weight.    The  sum 

over  and  over.    And  what  then  ?  He  readers ;  but  is  easily  seen  through  by 

is  not  that  Person  there  styled  the  one  men  of  sense.    There  is  no  more  in  it 

Qody  and  particnlarized  by  this  cha-  than  this ;  that  the  Son  cannot  be  Ood 

racter,  of  whom  are  all  things :  that  is,  in  the  proper  and  strict  sense,  because 

the  Son  is  not  the  Father,    Who  pre-  he  is  a  Son :  whereas  the  contrary  is 

tends  that  he  is  ?  But  he  is  the  Lord  the  truth ;  he  is  Ood  because  he  is 

and  God  by  whom  are  all  things.    The  God's  proper  Son,  of  the  same  nature 

Father  singly  is  not  the  first  cause  of  with  him.     This  author  will  never 

all  creatwes,  but  Father  and  Son  (in-  prove  that  wnbegotten,  a  relative  cha- 

cluding  always  the  Holy  Ghost)  toge-  racter,  is  the  proper  notion  of  the 

ther;  as  appears  from  that  very  pas-  word   Ood;   but  divine  perfections, 

sage.    See  my  second  Sermon,  p.  3i>  wherever  they  really  subsist,  or  in 

32,  &c.    The  author's  mixing  and  whatever  manner   they  subsist,  tM- 

blending  personal  and  essential  cha-  begotten,  begotten^  ot  proceeding, 
racters  together,  with  too  artificial  a        ^  Modest  Plea,  p.  148. 
confusedness,  may  take  with  some 
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of  all  is  only  this,  that  the  Father  is  Fcdker^  and  the  &m  is  S(m ; 
one  Jlrst  in  or€ler^  the  other  second.  Whatever  consequences 
necessarily  follow  this  concession^  we  are  very  ready  to  admit : 
and  it  would  save  us  a  great  deal  of  trouble,  if  the  objectors 
would  but  try  the  strength  of  their  pkUoscphy^  and  put  the  cause 
upon  this  single  question.  Whether  it  were  possible  for  God  to 
have  had  a  Son  of  the  same  nattbre,  coequal  and  coetemalfoith  himf 
We  shall  be  very  ready  to  join  issue  with  them  upon  this  very 
point ;  and  it  seems  to  be  both  a  fair  and  a  short  way  of  ending 
the  controversy.  But  if  they  still  delight  in  obscurity  and  dark- 
ness, declining  a  fair  open  examination  of  their  tenets,  running 
from  the  point  in  question,  screening  themselves  under  general 
and  ambiguous  terms,  insinuating  what  they  will  not  say,  and 
saying  what  they  cannot  prove :  if  this  be  the  method  they 
persist  in,  it  will  be  easily  seen  that  they  seek  not  trtUh,  but  Ke 
in  wait  to  deceive ;  and  are  afraid  of  coming  to  the  light,  lest 
their  errors  should  be  made  manifest. 

Now  to  Ood  the  Father ^  Son^  and  Holy  Ohost^  he  aU  ghry  for 
ever.  Amen. 
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PROYBD   FROM 


THE  FORM  OF  BAPHSM. 


The  eighth  Sermon  preached  AprQ  6,  1 740. 


Matt,  xxviii.  19. 


Go  ye  there/are^  and  teach  aU  nations^  baptismg  them  in  the  name 
o/the  Father^  a/nd  of  the  Son^  and  of  the  Hdy  Ghost. 

L  HE  text  containa  the  Bolemn  fonn  of  baptism  prescribed  by 
our  blessed  Lord  himself,  as  a  perpetual  standing  law  to  his 
Church.  As  soon  as  he  had  run  through  the  great  work  of 
redemption^  having  completed  his  conquests  over  death  and  hell 
by  his  rising  from  the  dead,  he  acquaints  his  disciples  with  the 
commencing  of  his  msdioitorial  kingdom.  ^'  All  power  was  given 
"  him  both  in  heaven  and  earth.''  Then  was  fulfilled  the  pro- 
phecy of  the  royal  Psalmist,  who,  speaking  in  the  person  of  God 
the  Father,  says,  "  Thou  art  my  Son,  ihis  day  have  I  begotten 
''  thee.  Ask  of  me,  and  I  will  give  thee  the  heathen  for  thine 
^'  inheritance,  and  the  uttermost  parts  of  the  earth  for  thy  po»- 
^'  session,"  Ps.  ii.  8.  Our  Lord  having  redeemed  mankind,  and 
thereby  acquired  a  neto  and  special  claim  to  their  homage  and 
service,  entered,  as  it  were,  and  took  possession  of  his  purchased 
inheritance.  The  use  he  intended  was,  to  bring  aU  nations^  now 
made  his  ovm  by  right  of  redemption,  to  the  knowledge  and  wor- 
ship of  the  true  God.  The  honour  of  doing  this  was  what  no 
prophet  or  amhassador^  before  him,  was  admitted  to.  It  was 
reserved  to  iheftdness  of  time,  for  the  more  illustrious  manifest- 
ation and  more  pompous  reception  of  the  Son  of  God.  And 
now,  since  Christ  himself  had  undertaken  to  draw  all  men  unto 
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him,  the  first  and  principal  thing  which  all  the  nations  of  the 
world  were  to  have  notice  of,  was  the  obligation  they  lay  under 
to  three  Persons,  of  high  character  and  distinction,  and  rddted 
to  each  other,  called  by  the  names  of  Father y  Son^  and  Holy 
Ghost.  In  this  consisted  the  sum  of  Christianity :  on  this  foun- 
dation were  the  Apostles  to  erect  a  Church  all  the  world  over. 
Here,  if  any  where,  a  right  understanding  would  be  highly  neces- 
sary ;  nor  could  any  one  err  more  dangerously  or  fundamentally, 
than  in  an  article  of  so  great  importance.  The  text  informs  us 
of  the  commission  given  to  the  Apostles;  and  we  need  not  doubt 
but  that  it  was  every  where  faithfully  and  punctually  executed, 
both  by  them  and  their  successors.  We  have  sufficient  proof 
of  the  matter  of  fact  from  Church  writers*^  all  along,  and  as  high 
as  Justin  Martyr,  who  lived  in  or  near  the  apostolic  age,  and 
wrote  within  forty  years  of  it.  It  was  then  the  constant  practice 
of  the  Church  to  baptize  in  this  form^  pursuant  to  our  Lord's 
commission ;  (a  certain  argument  that  this  text  of  St.  Matthew 
appeared  in  the  copies  then  in  use,  as  it  is  also  now  found  in  all 
the  copies^  and  all  the  ancient  versions ;)  and  there  is  no  just 
reason  to  suspect,  but  that  baptism  had  been  constantly  admi- 
nistered in  that  very  form  from,  and  in,  the  times  of  the 
Apostles. 

There  is  indeed  some  ground  of  scruple,  (which  the  heretics** 
of  former  times  laid  hold  on,)  arising  from  the  history  of  the 
Acts,  which  no  where  tells  us  of  the  Apostles  baptizing  in  the 
name  of  the  Father^  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  but  mentions  only 

*  *£«■'  Miiaro^  yap  rod  warp6s  rSav  dum  baptizare  deberent,  instituit  et 

oKmv  Koi  b€<nr6Tov  Qcov,  Koirov  iTdorrj-  docuit,  dicens ;  Data  est  mihi  omnis 

pos  npMv  'liyo-ov  Xpiarov,  Kot  Uvevfia-  potestas  in  calo  et  in  terra :  ite  ergo, 

Tos  ayiov,  t6  iy  t^  vban  t6t€  \ovTp6v  et  docete  gentes  omnes,  baptizantes  eos 

froiovvrai.   Just,  Apol,  i.  cap.  79.  p.  t»  nomine  Patris,  et  FUii,  et  Spiritus 

116.  Ox.  cd.  Sancti ;    insinuat  IVinitatem,   cujus 

Potestatem  Regeneratioms  in  Deum  sacramento     gentes     baptisarentur. 

dans  Discipulis,  dicebat  eis  :  Euntes  Cypr,  £p.  Ixxiii.  p.  200.  ed.  Oz^ 

docete  omnes  gentes,  baptizantes  eos  in  Uuomodo  ergo  quidam  dicnnt  foris 

nomine  Patris,  et  Fitii,  et  Spiritus  extra  ecclesiam,  imo  contra  ecdesiam^ 

Sancti.  Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  17.  p.  208.  modo  in  nomine  Jesu  Christi,  ubicnn- 

Novissime  mandans  ut  tinguerent  que  et  quomodocunque  gentilem  bap- 

in   Patrem,   et  FiUum,  et  l^ritum  tizatum  remissionem  peccatorum  con- 

Sanctum,  non  in  unum:   nam  nee  sequi  posse;   quando  ipse  Christus 

semely  sed  ter,  ad  singula  nomina,  in  gentes  baptizan  jubeat  in  pleda  et 

Personas  singulas  tinguimur.  TertuU,  adunata  TVinitate  ?  Cypr.  £p.  Ixxiii. 

adv.  Prax.  cap.  26.   Vid.  etiam  De  p.  206. 

Baptism,  cap.  13.  b  Vij.  Cyprian.  Epist.  ad  Jubaian. 

Dominus  enim  post  tesurrectionem  p.  205,  206.  ad  Pompei. 
Discipulos  suoe  mittens^  quemadmo- 
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their  baptizing  ^^  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ®,^  or  ^^  in  the  name 
"  of  the  Lord  Jesus <*,""  or  "in  the  name  of  the  Lord^*"  St. 
Cyprian,  in  answer  to  this  difficulty,  seems  to  admit  the  matter 
of  fact  so  far,  that  the  Apostles  did  baptize  some  in  the  name  of 
Christ  Jems;  but  Jews  only ;  not  Oentiles^  whom,  he  thinks,  the 
commission  peculiarly  respected^  and  whose  circumstances  were 
something  different  from  those  of  the  Jews^.  Nevertheless 
it  may  be  doubted,  whether  this  was  Cyprian's  solution  of  the 
difficulty,  or  no ;  some  passages  <^  of  the  same  epistle  seeming  to 
carry  a  contrary  sense :  and  considering  how  unanimous  most, 
if  not  all  the  other  early  writers'*  of  the  Church  have  been  in 
denying  the  fact,  that  ever  the  Apostles  baptized  in  any  different 
form  from  what  our  Lord  prescribed,  one  may  incline  to  think 
that  Cyprian  was  of  the  same  judgment.  The  most  probable 
and  most  generally  received  account  of  this  matter  is,  that  the 
Apostles  bi^tized  all^  both  Jews  and  Gentiles,  in  the  same  form ; 
"  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy 
"  Ghost  ;*"  and  that  when  they  are  said  to  have  baptized  in  the 
name  of  Christ  Jestts^  the  meaning  only  is,  that  they  baptized 
into  the  faith  and  religion  of  Christ  Jesus  ;  in  that  method,  and 
according  to  that  form,  which  our  Lord  himself  had  prescribed'. 
The  Apostles  administered  Christ^  not  John*s  baptism ;  that 
baptism  which  Christ  had  appointed :  St.  Luke  expresses  it 
briefly  by  baptizing  "  in  the  name  of  Christ  '^  not  because  it  ran 
in  his  name  only,  but  because  it  was  instituted  by  his  authority. 
Thus  the  practice  of  the  Apostles  is  reconciled  with  the  commis- 
sion given  them.  As  to  the  practice  of  the  Christian  Church 
after  the  Apostles,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  it,  considering  how 
many  and  how  early  records  we  have  of  it.  The  main  thing  now 

«  Acts  ii.  38.  Comp.  iii.  27.  3.  p.  607.    See  also  Mr.  Bingham's 

^  Actsvm.  16,  zix.5.  Comp.  Rom.  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Cnm-ch, 

vi.  3.  b.  xi.  cap.  3. 

«  Acts  X.  48.  mi.  16.  *  T^  luv  fls  XpKrrby  'incow  /Sawri- 

^  Alia  enim  fuit   Jndseorum   sub  a-OrjiKu,  arffxalvoi  &p  r6  Kara  r^v  fvToKfjy 

Apostolis   ratio,   alia   est  Gentilium  rov  Xptorov  ^Irfcov  pajFrurBtjpai'  rovr- 

conditio.     C%fpr.  ad  Jvb.  £p.  Ixxiii.  cortv,  tU  Uaripa  Koi  Ylbv  Koi  Syiov 

p.  205.  llv€Vfia,     Eulogitts  apud  Phot,   cod. 

i^  Jesu    Christi   mentionem    fecit  cclxxx.  p.  1608. 
Petrus,  (Act.  ii.  38^  non  quasi  Pater        In  nomine  Jesu  Ckristi  jussi  sunt 


omitteretur,  sed  ut  ratri  quoque  Filius  baptizari,  (Act.  ii.  38.)  et  tamen  intel- 

adiu^eretur.  Cyprian,  ibid.  p.  ao6.  ligimtur  non  baptizari  nisi  in  nomine 

*»  £nne  doubt  has  been  made  of  Patris  et    FUii   et  Spiritus   Sancti. 

St.  Ambrose  as  to  this  particular;  of  August,  contr.  Maxim',  lib.  ii.  cap.  17. 

which  see  the  notes  to  the  Benedictine  p.   715.     See  Bull,   Op.   Postn.   p. 

edition,  Ambros.  de  Sp.  S.  lib.  i.  cap.  850,  &c. 
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to  be  inquired  into  is,  the  meaning,  intent,  or  purport  of  that 
solemn  form^  ^'  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and 
^  of  the  Holy  Ghost^  Baptism  had  been  an  ancient  custom  of 
the  Jews,  long  before  our  Saviour^s  appearance  in  the  flesh  ^. 
It  was  by  baptism  that  they  admitted  proselytes  into  their  religion, 
entering  them  thereby  into  covenant  with  the  true  Godj 
in  opposition  to  all  the  gods  of  the  nations.  This  very  practice 
our  blessed  Lord  took  up,  adapting  it  to  the  like  purposes ;  only 
altering  the  form  of  it,  now  made  to  run  in  the  name  of  the 
Father^  Son,  and  Holy  Qhost^.  Had  it  run  in  the  name  of  Christ 
only,  one  might  have  imagined  that  baptizing  tmto  Christ  had 
been  much  of  the  same  import  with  baptizing  unto  Moses  ;  Christ 
being  considered  as  the  minister  and  publisher  of  the  Christian 
religion,  in  like  manner  as  Moses  was  of  the  Mosaic  institution. 
But  since  the  Father  himself  is  one  of  the  Persons  specified,  into 
whom  the  nations  were  to  be  baptized,  baptizing  into  must  here 
bear  a  much  higher  sense ;  viz.  entering  into  covenant  with  a 
Person  as  6W,  professing  ^i^A  in  him  as  such,  listing  one^s  self 
into  his  service^  and  vowing  all  obedience  and  submission  to  him. 
This  is  the  most  natural  and  obvious  import  of  this  rite  of  initia- 
tion, this  solemn  form  of  baptizing  ^^  in  the  name  of  the  Father, 
"  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost  i""  i.  e.  into  the  faith^ 
service^  and  toorship  of  the  holy  Trinity,  the  one  true  God.  That 
this  is  really  the  case  I  shall  endeavour  to  shew  further,  both 
from  the  reason  and  nature  of  the  thing  itself,  and  from  the 
testimonies  of  the  ancients. 

I.  We  may  argue  the  point  from  the  nature  and  reason  of 
the  thing  itself,  which  may  suggest  to  us  the  following  con- 
siderations. 

I.  That  the  nations  were  to  be  baptized  in  the  name  of  three 
Persons,  in  the  same  manner^  and  therefore  very  probably  in  the 
same  sense^  as  in  the  name  of  one.  Whatever  honour,  reverence, 
or  regard  is  paid  to  the  Father,  in  this  solemn  rite  of  initiation, 
the  same  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  be  paid  to  all  three. 
Is  he  recognised  as  the  object  of  worship  I  So  are  the  other  two 

^  See  Mr.  Wall's  Introduction  to    inthe  name  ofthe  Father,  andof  the  Son, 
his  History  of  Infant  Baptism.  and  ofthe  Holy  Ghost,  that  they     '  ^ 


1  The  Jews  baptized  proselytes  into  be  hereby  instructed  in  the  aoctnne 

the  name  of  the  Pather  ;  that  is^  into  of  the  true  God.    Hear  this,  O  Arian 

the  profession  of  God,  whom  they  and  Socinian.    lAghtfoot.  Op.  vol.  ii. 

called  hy  the  name  oi  Father. — It  was  p.  375.  v* 

proper  among  the  Gentiles  (to  baptize) 
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Penons  likewise.  Is  he  Gh>d  and  Lord  over  us !  So  are  they. 
Are  we  his  subjects,  servants,  soldiers  listed  under  him  ?  So  are 
we  equally  listed  under  all.  Are  we  hereby  regenerated  and 
made  the  temple  of  Gtxl  the  Father  ?  So  are  we  also  regenerated 
unto  the  other  two  Persons,  and  are  likewise  made  the  temple 
of  the  Son  and  of  the  Hdy  Ghost,  For  what  good  reason  can 
be  given  why  the  same  outward  act,  respecting  all  the  three, 
shall  not  carry  with  it  the  same  import  and  significancy !  Or  if 
there  be  any  doubt  or  question  of  what  it  signifies,  how  can  we 
better  resolve  it  than  from  what  is  clear  and  plain,  so  far  as 
respects  the  Father  ;  inferring  it  of  the  other  two  Persons  from 
analogy  and  parity  of  circumstances  t 

2.  To  confirm  which  we  may  consider,  secondly,  that  in  the 
very  names  of  Father  and  Son^  a  near  relationy  aUianee^  and 
unity  between  ttoo  of  the  Persons  mentioned  is  intimated ;  and 
parity  of  reason  will  infer  the  like  for  the  third.  It  is  not  said, 
in  the  name  of  Ood  and  his  ttco/aithjul  servants;  nor,  into  Ood^ 
and  Christy  and  the  Holy  Ohost ;  which  might  have  suggested 
a  thought  that  one  only  of  the  three  was  Ood :  but  it  is  in  the 
name  of  the  Father^  and  of  the  Son^  (how  equal  and  how  fami- 
liar !)  without  any  note  of  distinction  more  than  that  of  a  per^ 
sonal  relation,  carrying  with  it  the  idea  of  sameness  of  nature ; 
as  every  father  and  «tm,  among  men,  are  of  the  same  human 
nature  with  each  other.  It  might  therefore  reasonably  be  pre- 
sumed, from  the  wording  of  the  very  form  of  baptism,  that 
the  two  first  Persons  named  were  equally  divine :  and  the  in- 
ference from  thence  would  reach  to  the  divinity  of  the  thirds  to 
make  all  suitable  and  consistent.  Besides  that  the  epithet  of 
Hofy^  and  the  name  of  Ohost^  or  Spirit^  to  which  it  is  joined, 
could  not  but  favour  and  countenance  such  an  apprehension 
of  him. 

3.  It  may  further  be  considered,  that  a  new  religion  was  to 
be  introduced  and  ushered  in  with  this  solemn  form  of  words. 
The  Gentiles  were  to  be  taught  to  turn  from  their  vanities  to  the 
living  God^  to  renounce  their  idols  and  false  gods^  and  so  to  be 
baptized  ''  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of 
"  the  Holy  Ghost.*'  What  more  natural  or  obvious  thought 
could  occur  to  them  on  this  occasion,  than  that,  instead  of  all 
their  deities^  whom  they  had  before  bowed  down  to,  they  were 
now  to  serve,  worship,  and  adore  Father^  Son^  and  Hofy  Ohost^ 
the  only  true  and  living  God?  What  could  they  imagine  from 
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this  pompous  and  solemn  proclaiming  of  ihese  three  Persons, 
in  opposition  to  all  other  gods,  but  that  these  three  had  really 
that  divinity  which  was  presumed  only  with  respect  to  the  gods 
of  the  nations ;  and  had  a  nattbral  right  to  all  that  homage  and 
service  which  men  ought  to  pay  to  a  cHvins  Being  ?  I  may  add, 
that  the  form  running  in  the  namey  not  names  of  those  three, 
might  insinuate  that  the  atUhority  of  all  the  three  was  the  same, 
their  power  equal,  their  Persons  undivided,  and  their  glory  one"". 

4.  Give  me  leave  to  observe  further,  that  nothing  can  appear 
more  unreasonable  or  unnatural  than  to  suppose  that  God  and 
two  crecUures  are  here  joined  together  in  this  so  solemn  rite  of 
initiation  into  a  new  religion^  into  the  service  of  the  living  Ood^ 
in  opposition  to  all  creature-toorship.  Acts  xiv.  15.  Bom.  i.  25. 
For,  as  no  rational  account  can  be  given  of  the  Son  and  Holy 
Ghosts  being  so  indifferently  joined  with  the  F<Uher^  in  so  public 
an  act,  and  of  such  high  importance  to  the  salvation  of  all  men, 
unless  it  be  that  all  men  are  required  to  have  faith  in,  and  to 
pay  worship  and  service  to  them  also^  as  well  as  to  the  Father : 
so  neither  can  it  be  reasonably  imagined  that  they  are  re- 
commended to  us  in  any  such  capacity,  as  persons  to  be  believed 
in,  served^  and  adored^  if  they  be  creatures  only,  <»•  if  they  be  any 
thing  else  but  the  true  and  Mmng  Ood. 

Thus  far  I  have  been  arguing  the  point  from  the  nature  and 
circumstances  of  the  thing  itself,  without  taking  in  what  Scrip- 
ture  has  revealed  of  the  nature,  character,  and  offices  of  the  three 
Persons.  That  indeed  would  be  the  best  comment  upon  the 
form  of  baptism :  but  it  must  be  waved  here,  my  design  being 
to  raise  a  distinct  argument  for  the  divinity  of  Christ  from  the 
form  of  baptism^  considered  by  itself;  only  taking  in  such  con- 

™  Ubi  vnum  nomen  audis,  onus  est  §.  8.  cap.  14.  §.  4,  5, 6. 
Deus :  sicut  de  semine  Abrahae  dictum        Baptisma  wmm :  eodem  enim  modo, 

est,  et  ezponit  Paulus  Apostolus :  tn  et  in  Patrem,  et  in  Filium,  et  in  Spi- 

semine  tuo  benedicentur  omues  geoies :  ritum  Sanctum    baptizamur,  et  ter 

fum  dixit,  in  seminibus,  tanqtuim  in  mergimur,  ut  Trinitatis  unum  appa- 

multis,  sed  tanquam  in  uno,  et  semine  reat  sacramenCum.     £t  non  baptiza- 

tuo,  quod  est   Christus.    Sicut  ergo  mur  in  nominibus  Patris,  et  Filii,  et 

quia  ubi  non  dicit  in  seminibus,  docere  Spiritus   Sancti,  sed  in  uno  nomine 

te  yoluit  Apostolus,  quia  unus  est  quod  intelligitur  Deus.    Et  miror  qua 

Christus :  sic  et  hie  cum  dictum  est  consequentia  in  uno  vocabulo,  eodem 

in  nomine,  non  in  nominibus,  qnomodo  opere,  et  eodem  sacramento,  naturse 

ibi  in  'semine,  non  in  seminibus,  pro-  diversitatem,  Arius,  Macedonius,  et 

batur  unus  Deus  Pater,  et  Filius,  et  Eunomius    suspicentur.      Hieronym, 

Spiritus  Sanctus.    August,  in  Jokan.  Com.  in  Eph.  cap.  iv.  p.  362.  ed. 

tract.  6.  Bened. 

Vid.  Petav.  de  Trin.  lib.  ii.  cap.  12. 
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siderations  as  naturally  arise  from  it,  together  with  the  sense  of 
antiquity  upon  it,  which  I  come  next  to  examine. 

II.  Whatever  uncertainty  there  may  be  in  our  reasonings  on 
this  head,  (though  the  least  that  can  in  justice  be  said  of  them 
is,  that  they  are  extremely  probable,)  if  they  appear  to  be  coun- 
tenanced by  the  concurring  sentiments  of  antiquityy  they  must 
then  be  owned  to  be  of  much  greater  force,  and  will  the  more 
readily  be  submitted  to  by  all  wise  and  considering  men.  The 
author  of"  Scripture  Doctrine"*'  is  very  right  in  referring  us  to  the 
sentiments  of  the  primitive  Church  for  the  true  meaning  of  this 
text  of  St.  Matthew,  containing  the  form  of  baptism :  though 
he  happens,  as  is  usual  with  him,  to  give  a  very  lame  and  crude 
account  of  antiquity  /  interpreting  the  form  of  baptism  by  the 
Apostles'  Creed,  (as  he  pretends,)  and  the  Creed  itself  as  he 
pleases.  As  to  the  Apostles'  (that  is,  the  Boman)  Creeds  and 
whether  it  be  a  professed  paraphrase  upon  the  text  of  St. 
Matthew,  I  shall  say  more  in  the  sequel :  in  the  interim  it  will 
be  proper  to  inquire  into  the  sentiments  of  the  earliest  writers, 
in  respect  of  the  true  and  full  iipport  of  the/orwi  of  baptism. 

Justin  Martyr  is  the  oldest  writer  we  have,  that  mentions  the 
commission  to  baptize  "  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the 
"  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost."  How  he  and  the  Christians  of 
his  time  understood  it,  may  be  easily  gathered  from  his  writings. 
In  his  first  Apology y  he  takes  upon  him  to  answer  the  charge  of 
atheism^  brought  against  the  Christians  by  their  heathen  perse- 
cutors :  and  there  he  has  these  remarkable  words.  "  We  are 
**  called  Atheists.  And  indeed  we  confess  that  in  respect  of 
"  such  reputed  gods,  we  are  Atheists  :  but  not  in  respect  of  the 
"  most  true  God,  untainted  with  evil,  the  Father  of  righteous- 
"  ness,  and  soberness,  and  of  other  virtues.  Him^  and  his  Son 
"  that  came  from  him,  (and  who  taught  us  and  the  host  of  other 
"  angels  that  are  good^  being  his  followers  and  likened  to  him, 
"these  things®,)  and  the  Prophetic  Spirit^  we  worship  and 
"  adore,  honouring  them  in  spirit  (in  reason)  and  in  truth  p.'*' 

^  His  words  are :  "  How  this  text  "  of  Faith,  which  aU  Christians  were 

"  was  universally  understood  in  the  "  tauffht,  on  purpose  that  they  might 

"primitive  Church  cannotbe  doubted,  *' wi&rsttmd  what  it  was  they  were 

"  there  being  stUl  extant  a  professed  "  baptized    into*'     darkens    Reply, 

*'  paraphrase  upon  it,  even  the  Apo-  p.  304. 

"«^ferCreM{;  which,  from  the  earhest  <>  See  this  passage  justified,  BuU. 

*'  times  of  Christianity,  was,  with  Uttle  D.  F.  p.  yo.  Op.  PmUi.  p.  ^62, 1037. 

"  variation,  in  the  several  churches,  P  'Ey^evdc  koL  ^Etfroi  MKkruAMBa.  koL 

"  the  Baptismal  Creed,  or  Profeseion  <S/AoXoyov/i€y  r&y  roiovr^y  vofu(ofiiim¥ 

VbL.  U.  N 
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Here  it  is  observable  that  Justin,  in  answer  to  the  charge  of 
atheism,  shews  both  what  and  whom  the  Christians  worshipped  : 
not  God  the  Father  only,  but  the  San  also,  and  the  Hdy  Ghost. 
The  worship  of  these  three  he  opposes  to  the  worship  of  the 
reputed  gods  of  the  Gentiles  :  a  plain  sign  of  his  understanding 
baptism  to  be  an  entering  into  covenant  with  all  the  three ;  and 
engaging  in  the  service,  faith,  and  worship  of  them  as  divine  : 
yet  not  as  three  Gods^  (for  all  antiquity  declare  against  it;) 
neither  yet  as  one  God  and  two  creatures,  (for  that  is  contrary 
to  the  supposition  of  their  being  divine y  besides  that  all  antiquity, 
and  Justin  in  particular,  is  against  creatme-^iioorship^ :)  but  as 
one  God^  the  Father^  with  his  Son  and  Holy  Spirit.  Justin  does 
again,  in  the  same  Apology  \  assert  the  worship  of  all  the  three 
Persons;  mentioning  a  difference  of  order ^  not  of  noiture^  amongst 
them.  From  the  whole  it  appears  that,  in  Justin^s  account, 
the  God  of  the  Christians  is  Father^  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  the 
same  whereunto  they  are  baptized. 

Athenagoras,  almost  contemporary  with  Justin,  is  our  next 
author ;  and  he  affords  us  still  stronger  and  more  express  evi- 
dence of  what  I  am  contending  for.  In  answer  to  the  same 
charge  of  atheism,  he  breaks  forth  into  this  expression :  ^^  Who 
"  would  not  be  astonished  to  hear  us  called  Atheists,  who  ac- 
^'  knowledge  the  Father  as  God,  and  the  Son  God,  and  the  ffofy 
^^  Ghost ;  asserting  their  union  of  power  {or  power  of  union)  and 
"  distinction  of  order".*"  Here  again  we  may  observe,  that 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  are  opposed  to  the  heathen  deities ; 
and  are  also  represented  as  distinct  in  respect  of  order,  but  in 
another  respect  one  ;  and  consequently  not  as  three  Gods,  but  as 
the  one  God  of  the  Christians,  instead  of  the  heathen  multiplicity. 
He  makes  the  like  answer  elsewhere  to  the  same  charge  of 

Gcwv  5^€04  eo/ot,  aXX*  ovx*  rov  aXjiSe-  Justin  declares  so  plainly  for  the  tror- 

ararov,  Koi  irarphs  ^iKoiwnnnjs  ical  <ra>-  ship  of  God  alone,  in  tne  very  same 

<f>poavinjs,  Kal  r&v  aKKa>v  dprr&v,  dve-  Apology  where  he  declares  likewise  for 

irifilKTov  T€  Kcucias  &€ov.  dXX*  iK€lv6v  the  worship  of  the  three  Persons,  it  is 

T€,  Koi  rhv  nap*  avrov  vi6v  iXOovra,  (koI  manifest  that  he  includes  all  the  three 

Md(€urra  ^fids  ravro,  leal  r6v  rcw  aX-  in  the  alone  God, 
Xap  eirofjLtvav  koi  t^ofjLoiovfjLtpav  aya6a>v         ^  Justin.  Apol.  i.  cap.  zvi.  p.  34. 
dyyfKfov  (rrparhv)  irvevpa  re  rh  tt/mm^*         '  Tly  oiv  ovk  tv  caroprfO'M,  Xeyovrcts 

rvchv  ae^dfuda,  Kal  npocKWOvfitv,  \6y^  Qchv  irarwpa,  koX  vi^p  Qfbv,  Kal  irvfVfia 

Kal  aKrf6€l<f,  rifiSiPTes,    Just.  Apol.  1.  Syiov,  btuannrras  ahriiV  leal  n^v  cv  rfj 

cap.  6.  p.  II,  12.  Ox.  tvoio-d  bvpofuv,  koL  t^v  cy  rfj  rd^ti  dim- 

Q  T6p  Gciv  fi6vov  dn  7rpo<rKVP€tv.  petrtv,    oKova'as    oBtovs    KokovfUpovf, 

Just.  Apol.  i.  cap.  31.  Bthv  lUvu^vov  Athenag.  Legat.  cap.  z.  p.  4a  Ox. 
wpocKwovfup.    Ibid,  cap.  33.     Since 
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atheism,  mentioning  Father  and  Son  as  the  Ood  (not  Gods) 
which  the  Christians  worshipped  ^  From  hence  then  we  may 
very  justly  infer  that  the  Christians,  in  his  time,  did  not  under- 
stand the  words  of  the  form  of  baptism,  of  Ood  and  ttoo  creatures ; 
nor  of  one  supreme  God  and  two  inferior  Oods :  but  of  three 
divine  Persons,  and  all  but  me  Ood. 

About  the  same  time  with  Athenagoras  lived  the  author  of  a 
profome  dialogue,  ascribed  to  Lucian.  Whatever  doubt  there 
may  be  about  the  author,  there  is  little  or  none  about  the  time 
he  lived  in " ;  which  was  the  second  century,  towards  the  middle 
of  it.  Whoever  he  was,  he  appears  to  have  been  well  acquainted 
with  ihfd  Christian  tenets,  though  a  professed  Pagan.  He  intro- 
duces, in  a  jeering  manner,  a  Christian  catechizing  an  heathen ; 
and,  lunong  other  things,  instructing  his  catechumen  in  the 
mystery  of  the  Trinity.  For  to  the  question.  Whom  he  should 
swear  byfhe  that  personates  the  Christian  returns  this  answer : 
'^  By  the  God  that  reigns  <m  high,  the  great,  the  imm(H*tal  and 
"  heavenly,  with  the  Son  of  the  Father,  and  the  Spirit  proceed- 
^'  ing  from  the  Father ;  one  in  three,  and  three  in  one :  take 
"  these  for  your  Jupiter,  imagine  this  to  be  your  God'^.'"  Here 
we  see  what  kind  of  instructions  used  to  be  given  to  catechumens^ 
preparatory  to  baptism:  for  it  is  to  those  that  this  author,  while 
he  ridicules  them,  plainly  alludes.  Here  we  may  observe  what 
baptizing  into  the  three  Persons  meant  at  that  time.  It  was 
receiving  those  three  as  divine,  and  as  one  supreme  God.  It  is 
not  one  supreme  God,  and  two  inferior  Gods ;  but  Father^  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost  are  represented  as  being  in  the  place  of  the  one 
supreme  Jupiter,  and  being  all  together  one  God. 

Pass  we  on,  next,  to  other  testimonies  of  the  same  thing,  in 
Christian  writers  of  the  same  century.  Irenseus  is  our  next  in 
order,  about  the  year  173.  He  no  where  gives  us  any  professed 
paraphrase  upon  iheform  of  baptism :  but  from  the  creeds  Y  which 
he  hath  left  us,  with  his  interpretation  of  them  ;  and  from  what 
he  has  occasionally  said  of  the  three  Persons,  it  is  very  manifest 

*  OifK  Mtrfih  SSifoi,  Gehp  Syovrts  rhv  rov,  oifpcofiatwa,  vi6p  narphs,  nvtVfia  « 

mufTTfv  rovdf  rov  Travr^c,  kqi  r6v  nap  irarphs  €K7rop€v6fKvov,  h  (k  rptSof,  mA 

almav\6yop.  Athenag.  cxg,  xxrLii.  122.  i^  Ms  rpia'  Ttnta  v6fu{it  Zrjpa,  rhv  df 

Comp.  cap.  xi.  p.  46.  cap.  rrii.  rryw  e€<Jv.  LucUm.  PhUopair.  p.  770. 

p.  96.  ConnMore  p.  774. 

n  Vid.  Bull.  Dcf.  F.  Nic.  p.  73.        y  Vid.  Iren.  lib.  i.  cap.  10.  p.  48. 

Judic.  p^  33.   Fabric.  Bibliotk  Grsec.  lib.  i.  cap.  22.  p.  98.  lib.  iii.  cap.  3. 

■Mb.  TV.  cap.  16.  p.  504.  p.  176. 


*  'Y^^tfubovra  &e6p,  fuyav,  &fM^pr> 
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that  he  (with  the  Church  in  his  time)  believed  the  Son  and  Holy 
Ghost  to  be  inseparably  united  in  the  work  of  creation,  and  so 
intimate  with  the  Father  as  to  make  (in  a  manner)  but  one  self 
and  one  same  with  him*.  Hence  then  it  appears  how  he  and  the 
Church  in  his  time  understood  the  form  of  baptism :  not  of  one 
God  and  two  creatures  joined  together ;  (for  he  makes  Father 
and  Son  one  God,  and  expressly  denies  the  Son  to  be  a  creature*, 
implicitly  denying  it  also  of  the  Holy  Ghost;)  but  of  three 
divine  Persons  inseparable  from  each  other,  the  one  God  of  the 
Christians. 

Clemens  of  Alexandria^  another  excellent  writer,  contemporary 
with  Irenseus,  is  a  further  evidence  of  what  we  are  pleading  for. 
He  gives  us  a  kind  of  short  baptismal  creed,  as  it  seems,  in 
these  words :  '^  One  Father  of  the  whole  universe,  and  one 
"  Word  of  the  whole  universe,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  one, 
"  the  same  every  where  ^.^^  Clemens  in  this  passage  attributes 
the  same  divine  omnipresence  to  every  Person  of  the  sacred 
Trinity;  which  therefore  he  took  to  be  really  divine,  and 
not  made  up  of  Gfod  and  creature.  And  to  shew  you  further 
that  he  looked  upon  all  the  three  as  one  God,  we  may  cite 
another  passage  from  him  as  follows :  ^'  Let  us  give  thanks 
'^  to  the  only  Father  and  Son,  Son  and  Father,  to  the  Son  our 
"  Teacher  and  Master^  together  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  one  in  all 
"  respects ;  in  whom  are  all  things — to  whom   be  glory  both 

s  Fecit  esL  ^T  iemetipsum ;  hoc  est,  Unus  Deus  Pater  OBtenditur,  qui 

per  Verbum  et  per  Sapientiam  suam.  est  super  omniateX,  per  omnia,  et  in  om^ 

Iren.  lib.  ii.  cap.  30.  p.  163.  nibus.    Super  omnia  quidem  Pater  et 

Fecit  ea  per  semettpsum  j  hoc  est,  ipse  est   caput  Christi :   per  omnia 

per  Verbum  et  Sapientiam  suam.   Ad-  autem  Verbum  et  ipse  est  caput  £c- 

est  enim  ei  semper  Verbum  et  Sapi'  clesiae :  in  omnibus  autem  noois  Spi- 

entia,  Fllius  et  spiritus,  per  quos,  et  ritus,  &c.  Iren,  lib.  v.  cap.  18.  p.  J15. 

in  quibus,  omnia  Ubere  et  sponte  fecit.  'O  y€wnr6s  koL  'ireirkwrfUyos  SvSp»- 

Iren.  lib.  iv.  cap.  20.  p.  253.  iros  icar'  ciicdva  Kal  Sfiowo'tv  avtymjrov 

Qui  igitur  a  Propnetis  adorabatur  ylwmu  0€ov.  roO  luv  Trarphs  tv^oKovp- 

Deus  vivus,  hie  est  yivorum  Deus,  et  to£  koi  xtXtvovros,  rov  dc  vlov  irpdatrop' 

Verbum    ejus,   qui    et   loquutus   est  ro£  Ktii  drifuovpyovvros,  rov  dc  itvwua' 

Moysi,  &c. — Ipse  igitur  Ckristus  cum  rot  rpc^ovros  Koi  aC^vros.  Iren.  lib. 

Poire  yiyonun  est  Deus,  qui  loquutus  iv.  cap.  38.  p.  285.  See  this  last  passage 

est  Moysi,  See,  Iren,  lib.  iv.  cap.  5.  explamed  in  my  Defence,  &c.  vol.  i. 

p.  332.  p.  529. 

Cum  sit  unus  et  idem  Deus  Pater,  »  Vid.  Iren.  p.  132,  153,  217.  ed. 

et  Verbum  e|us,  semper  adsistens  hu-  Bened.  See  Defence  of  some  Queries, 

mano  ffeneri.  Sec.  Iren,  lib.  iv.  cap.  28.  vol.  i.  p.  515,  529. 

p.  260.  .               .          ^             ^  ^  E&  f^  ^  rSa¥  Sk»v  warrip'  tls  W 

Is  quidem,  qui  omnia  fecerit,  cum  koI  6  rw  Skwf  Xdyor*  kclL  t6  irvev/m  t6 

Verba  suo  juste  dicatur  Deus  et  Domi-  Syu>y  h,  Ka\  t6  oM  watrraxov,    Clem. 

nus  solus.  Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap.  8.  p.  183.  Alex.  p.  123. 
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"  now  and  for  everc.*"  When  he  says  of  the  three  Persons,  that 
they  are  in  {dl  respects  (or  entirely)  <ww,  he  means  that  they  are 
one  God;  as  is  plain  from  another  passage,  where,  speaking 
of  Father  and  Son  as  being  one^  he  explains  it  by  their  being  one 
God^.  It  is  therefore  exceeding  clear  that,  according  to  this 
writer,  Christians  were  supposed  to  be  baptized^  not  into  Goc^and 
two  creatures^  but  into  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  three 
dimne  Persons,  one  God.  Thus  far  for  testimonies  of  the  second 
century,  all  within  less  than  one  hundred  years  of  the  last  of  the 
Apostles. 

I  pass  on  to  TertuUian,  at  the  head  of  the  third  century. 
There  can  be  no  question  made  of  his  sentiments  in  the  present 
ease.  He  tells  us  plainly,  that  the  Father  is  God,  and  the  Son 
God^  and  the  Holy  Ghost  God,  and  every  one  singly  God^^  and  all 
together  maJce  one  God'.  He  says  further,  that  this  doctrine  is,  in 
a  manner,  the  prime  article  in  the  Gospel,  the  very  sum  and  sttlh 
stance  of  Christianity^.  Undoubtedly  he  understood  the  solemn 
form  of  baptism  to  contain  that  doctrine  which  he  teaches ;  and 
that  being  baptized  in  the  name  of  Father,  Son,  and  ffoly  Ghost, 
was  receiving  those  three  as  one  God,  vowing  all  obedience, 
adoration,  and  homage  to  them  as  such.  Indeed  this  writer, 
speaking  of  the  three  Persons,  and  the  nature  of  Christian 
baptism,  makes  every  Person  equally  the  object  of  our 
faith  and  hope,  the  witness  of  our  belief,  and  surety  for  our 
salvation  ^ 

Another  celebrated  writer,  contemporary  with  TertuUian, 
is  Hippolytus.  He  cites  the  very  form  of  baptism,  in  his  dispute 
against  Noetus,  (as  TertuUian  also  does  against  Praxeas,) 
in  proof  of  the  distinct  personality  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost;    but  expresses  withal  his  sentiments  of  the  divinity 

^  'Evxapttrrthf  rf   u6vif  irarpl  Koi  '  Pater  Deus,   et  FiliuB   Deus,  et 

vl^,  vi^  Koi  narpl,  Traioaytoy^  kcu  dtda-  SpiritU8  Sanctus  Deus,  et  Deus  unus- 

<r«caX^  vl^,  aifp  Koi  rf  ayi»  irvfvfiari'  quisoue.      Tert,  contr,  Prax.  cap.  13. 

TTcarra  rf  ivi'  h^  T^irayra. — fffbd^a  ^  rater  et  Filius  et  Spiritus,  tres 

teal  vvv,  Kol  ch  Toifs  alcivas.     Clem,  credit!  unum  Deum  sistunt.     Ibid, 

Ptsd.  lib.  HI.  p.  311.  cap.  ji. 

^  *Ev  yhp  S^ji^Ha,  6   0(6s.     Clem.  ^  ibid.  cap.  ^i. 

Pad,  lib.  i.  cap.  8.  p.  135.  *  Fides — obsignata  in  Patre,  Filio, 

®  This    is   further  manifest  from  et  Spiritu  Sancto — ^haberaus  per  bene- 

Clemens's  declaring  for  the  worship  of  dictionem  eosdem  arbitros  fidei,  quos 

God    only,    protesting    against    all  et  sponsores  salutis — subtribusettes- 

creaturetDorship;  (see  p.  55, 59,  809,  tatio  fidci,  et  sponsio  salutis  pi^o- 

825.)  and  yet  admitting  the  ioot^Ami  of  rentur,    &c.      TertuU.    de  Baptism. 

all  the  three  Persons^  p.  84,  311, 851.  cap.  6. 
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of  each  Person.  The  greatest  part  of  the  paragraph  relating  to 
this  head,  will  be  worth  reciting.  "  If  the  Wobd  was  with 
"  Gody  and  himself  was  Gorf,  some  peiiiaps  may  object,  What, 
"  does  the  Apostle  then  make  t^DO  Gods?  No:  I  will  not  say 
"  two  Gods,  but  one  ;  yet  tvx>  Persons, — The  Father  one,  but  the 
"  Persons  two,  because  of  the  Son ;  and  the  third  is  the  Holy 
"  Ghost. — Their  harmony  in  operation  (or  administration)  brings 
"  all  up  to  one  God,  for  God  is  one. — The  Father  aho93e  aUy  the 
"  Son  through  all,  the  Holy  Ghost  in  all.  We  can  no  otherwise 
"  think  of  God  as  one,  but  as  believing  really  in  the  Father,  and 
"  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost. — The  Word  of  the  Father,  con- 
"  scions  of  the  economy  (of  the  three  Persons)^  and  that  it  was 
"  the  will  of  the  Father  to  be  thus  (or  under  this  conception) 
"  honoured,  and  not  otherwise,  gave  his  disciples  orders,  after 
"  his  resurrection,  to  this  purpose  :  '  Go  teaeh  all  nations, 
"  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
"  Ghost :'  signifying,  that  whosoever  should  leave  out  any  one  of 
*^  the  three,  should  come  so  far  short  of  honouring  God  per- 
"  fectly;  for  by  this  Trinity  the  Father  is  honoured.  The 
*'  Father  gave  orders  (for  the  creation),  the  8on  wrought  {in  it)y 
"  and  the  Holy  Ghost  manifested^."  From  this  passage  of 
Hippolytus  we  learn  these  things :  that  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost  are  three  real  Persons ;  that  they  are  also  divine  Per- 
sons ;  and  that  they  are  not  three  Gods^  but  one  God^  by 
an  ineffable  union  of  power,  presence,  and  operation.  We  learn 
also  that  this  very  doctrine,  of  such  a  Trinity  in  Unity,  was 
intended  by  our  Saviour  in  the  foi-m  of  baptism,  and  given 
in  commission  to  his  disciples,  to  be  by  them  taught  and 
inculcated  as  a  matter  of  the  utmost  importance. 

Our  next  author  is  Origen,  who,  speaking  of  baptism,  says, 
"  that  it  is,  by  virtue  of  the  invocations  there  made,  the  spring 

^  £{  dc  oZv  6  \6yos  irp6s  rhv  Gc6v,  yos  r^  mkovoiuop  kcu  r6  Btkima  rov 

&€6s  &V,  t\  oiv  (jirjceifv   Sv  ris   dvo  7rcprp6^,  6ti  oIk  3XX»s  Povkerai  Bo^d" 

Xcvctv  Qfovs ;  Bvo  fiev  ovk  ip&  Qtovg  (etruai  6  Trarfjp  1j  ovrms,  avatrras  9rapc- 

aXX*  ij  €va,  rrp6<roma   de  Bvo — irarifp  h<aKev  rois  fuidriTCLis  Xry»v'  noptvStvTts 

fUv  yap  ft  J,  Trpoa-onra  dc  Bvo,  8rt  Koi  6  fjMBi]Tev(raT€  iravra  ra  eOwrf,  /Sanrtfoprcff 

vi6sy  r6  8e  rplrov  t6  Syiov  mffypa. —  alrroivs  els  r6  Svofia  rov  rrarphs,  koI  rov 

OiKOVofiia  <rvpL(f>ci>vlas  crvwiyrrai  tls  €va  viov,  koL  rov  hyiov  Trvtvfurros,  beiKirvrnp 

Q(6v.  els  yap  icrnv  6  0€<Jr.-— <J  inv  irar^p  (iri  nas  tshvhfTi  romav  eKkhij},  reXeias 

M.  Trdirnav,  6  dc  vi6s  Bih  Travrcav,  t6  dc  Qeby   oIk  e^d^acev.   di^  y^   rpuAos 

Sytov  nvevfia  ev  wdaiv,  SKX.<as  re  eva  ravrqs  varfip   do^^erM,    nar^p    yao 

Sebv  vofii<rai  /w)  bwdpeBa,  eitvprj  Jivrcas  fiBeXtfo-fv,  viis  ifrouja-tv,  iivevfui  iff^ope" 

narpi  Kai  vl^  Koi  ayi<f  irveufiari  tti-  pc^trev.     Hwpolfft,  eoKtr,  Noit.     cap. 

(Treva»pfv — yi¥&i<rK<ii>voZv6'iraTpw>s\6'  xiv.  p.  l6.  Fabric. 
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"  and  fountain  of  spiritual  graces,  to  every  one  that  dedicates 
"  himself  to  the  divinity  (or  Godhead)  of  the  adorable  Trinity^" 
All  I  have  to  observe  upon  this  passage  of  Origen  is,  ist,  That 
he  supposes  baptism  to  be  a  dedicating  ourselves  to  the  service 
and  worship  of  the  whole  Trinity,  ^crfnyri,  or,  as  it  is  otherwise 
read,  dcw^t,  to  the  Godhead^  strictly;  or,  at  least,  to  the 
divine  mcgesty^  of  the  adorable  Trinity,  adly.  That  he  supposes 
the  spiritual  graces  or  influences  to  descend  from  all  the  three 
Persons,  by  virtue  of  our  invocation  of  them ;  which  perhaps  may 
mean  only  by  virtue  of  their  being  solemnly  named;  or  if 
it  means  more,  our  ai^ument  is  so  much  the  stronger.  The  sum 
is,  that  in  baptism  we  recognise  the  divinity  of  every  Person 
mentioned,  and  acknowledge  our  obligations  of  duty,  and  thank- 
fulness, and  adoration  towards  all :  which  cannot  be  made  sense 
of,  if  one  only  of  the  three  be  supposed  to  be  God^  and  the 
other  two  creatwree. 

I  shall  subjoin  to  these  testimonies  from  the  Ante-Nicene 
Fathers,  a  remarkable  passage  of  St.  Gyprian,  of  the  third 
century.  Arguing  for  the  invalidity  of  heretical  baptisms,  he 
asks.  How  any  person,  so  baptized,  can  be  supposed  to  obtain 
remission  of  sins,  and  become  the  temple  of  God  f  For,  says  he, 
"  of  what  God  {of  which  of  the  divine  Persons)  is  he  made 
*' the  temple?  Is  it  of  {God)  the  Creator?  He  cannot  be 
"  so  without  believing  in  him.  Is  it  of  Christ  ?  Impossible  that 
^'  any  one  should  be  his  temple  that  denies  Christ  to  be  God,  Is 
"  it  then  of  the  Holy  Ghost  I  But  since  those  three  are  one^  how 
"  is  it  possible  he  should  be  at  peace  with  the  Holy  Ghost, 
"  while  he  is  at  enmity  either  with  the  Father  or  the  8on^  f^ 

1  T^  €ftfr€p€j(9vri  4avT^  r^  6(&nfTi  Spiritus  Sancti,  ut  salutare  baptismum 

T^ff  Trpoa-KwrfTTis  rpMog  dih  Ttjs  dvva-  non  aliter  nisi  excellentissimse  omnium 

fx€a>s  rS>p  €7ruckri<r€ci>v,  xt^p^H^fav  dp'  Trinitatis  auctoritate,  id  est,  Patris  et 

Y^  ifx^i  Kol  mjyrp^,  Origen,  cit,  apud  F^et  Spiritus  Sancticognominatione 

Basil,  de  Spir.  Sonet,  cap.  39.  com^eatur. — Nunquam  utique  in  uni- 

This  passage  is  something  dlifferently  tate  Trinitatis,  id  est,  Dei  Patris  incon- 

read  in  our  present  copies  of  Origen,  vertibilis,  et  Filii  ejus,  etiam  ipse  Spi- 

though  the  sense  is  much  the  same.  ritus  Sanctus  haberetur ;  nisi  quia  et 

T^epv€p€xovTi4avT6vrfj6€i6TririTfjv  ipse    semper  erat   Spiritus   Simctus. 

dvMificttff  r&v  rrjs  npoa-Kumfnjs  Tpi6do£  Pamph.  Apohg,  p.  232.  ed.  Bened. 

tiriKkrfO'fciv  coTtv  ^  yapt<rfiara>p  Bmmv  ™  Si  baptizari  quis  apud  hsereticos 

dpx^f  Koi  mjYq.     Orvg.  Comm.  in  Joh.  potuit ;   utique   et   remissam    pecca- 

p.  124.  ed.  Huet.  torum  consequi  potuit.      Si   pecca- 

Compare    the    foUowing  citations  tonun  remissam  consecutus  est,  et 

from  Pamphilus's  Apology :  sanctificatus  est,  et  templum  Dei  factus 

Ex  quibus  omnibus  discimus  tantse  est ;  qusero  cujus  Dei  ?  Si  Creatoris, 

etauctoritatiset  dignitatis  substantiam  non  potuit  qui  in  eum  non  credidit: 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


184  Chrisfs  Divinity  serm.  vm. 

From  this  passage  of  Cyprian  wo  may  remark  the  following 
particulars : 

1.  That  being  baptized  into  Father,  San^  and  Holy  Ghost,  was 
being  baptized  into  three  dimne  Persons,  or  three  Persons  each 
of  which  is  God, 

2.  That  whoever  is  validly  and  savingly  baptized,  does  thereby 
become  the  temple  of  each  dimne  Person ;  and  of  consequence 
the  temple  of  God. 

3.  The  reason  why  such  person  is  not  said  to  become 
the  temple  of  Gods,  in  the  plural,  but  of  God,  in  the  singular,  is 
because  the  three  are  om,  or  one  God;  as  Cyprian  clearly 
enough  intimates^  and  his  master  Tertullian  expressly  asserts,  as 
before  shewn. 

4.  That  the  denying  Christ  (and  for  the  same  reason  any 
other  of  the  Persons)  to  be  God,  is,  in  Cyprian'^s  account,  making 
the  baptism  of  no  effect :  so  nearly  is  the  sacrament  itself,  and 
the  salvation  of  the  recipiemt  concerned  in  the  faith  of  the 
divine  and  adorable  Trinity.  Upon  the  whole  it  is  manifest,  that 
St.  Cyprian  understood  the  form  of  baptism,  of  three  divine 
Persons,  all  one  God :  whiqh  is  utterly  repugnant  to  the  faith  of 
such  as  understand  it  of  God  and  two  creatures.  To  CyprianX  I 
shall  add  the  testimonies  of  two  celebrated  bishops  of  the  same  age, 
about  the  year  259  ;  one  of  Bome,  and  the  other  of  Alexandria. 

Dionysius,  Bishop  of  Bome,  in  a  letter,  (wrote,  very  probably, 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  his  clergy  synodically  convened,) 
very  particularly  explains  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  pro- 
fessed at  that  time.  He  calls  it  the  most  august  and  venerable 
doctrine  of  the  Church  ;  and  the  Trinity  of  Persons,  the  divine 
Trinity.  He  blames  those  who  divide  the  sacred  Unity  into 
three  separate  hjrpostases,  thereby  making,  in  a  manner,  three 
Gods  /  being  the  opposite  extreme  to  Sabellius,  who  made 
but  one  Person.  At  the  same  time  he  blames  those  as  much, 
that  presumed  to  make  a  creature  of  God  the  Son,  and  censures 
it  as  blasphemy  in  a  very  high  degree ;  understanding  the  word 
creature  according  to  the  common  acceptation,  and  as  all  men  of 
plain  good  sense  have  ever  understood  it.  The  sum  of  his 
doctrine  he  gives  us  in  these  words :  "  The  divine  Logos  must 

ei  Christi,  nee  hujus  fieri  potest  tern-  esse  ei  potest,  qui  aut  Patris,  aut  Filii 

plum,  qui  negat  Deum  Christtim:  si  inimicus  est?    ^yP^-  ^  Jvbai.  Ep. 

Spiritus  Sancti,  cum  tres  unum  si$U,  budii.  p.  303.    CJomp.  ConciL  Garth, 

fj[Uomodo  Spiritus  Sanctus  placatus  n.  zzxiz.  p.  335. 
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''  of  necessity  be  united  to  the  God  of  the  universe ;  and  the 
^'  Hcly  Ghost  must  abide  and  dwell  in  God ;  and  the  dimne 
''  Trinity  must  of  necessity  be  conceived  to  be  gathered 
'^  together,  and  collected^  as  it  were^  into  one  head,  namely,  into 
"  the  God  of  the  universe^  the  Almighty®.^  From  hence  it  is 
clear,  that  the  Catholics  of  that  time  apprehended  that  they 
were  baptized  into  the  faith  of  three  divine  Persons,  not  of  God 
and  two  creatures ;  and  yet  that  those  three  were  not  three  Gods^ 
but  by  reason  of  their  most  intimate  and  ineffiible  relation 
to  each  other,  and  their  union  in  one  head,  were  one  God.  The 
other  Dionysius  briefly  expresses  the  same  thing  thus  :  ^*  We 
"  extend  the  Unity,  without  dividing  it,  into  a  Trinity ;  and 
'*  again,  we  contract  the  Trinity ^  without  taking  from  it, ' 
"  into  Unity?y  It  may  be  rendered  more  briefly  thus  :  "  The 
'*  undivided  Monad  we  extend  to  a  Triad ;  and  again,  the 
"  undiminished  Triad  we  collect  into  a  Monads  It  is.  very 
plain  that  those  primitive  Fathers  did  not  answer  the  question, 
how  God  is  one,  as  some  modems  do,  by  leaving  out  the  Son  and 
the  Holy  Ghost,  and  placing  the  Unity  in  the  Father  only :  but  their 
way  was  to  take  in  all  the  three  Persons,  and  so  to  make  up  the 
Moncui  of  the  undivided  Triad. 

Having  traced  the  sentiments  of  the  earliest  writers  upon  this 
head,  I  may  now  venture  to  say,  with  somewhat  better  reason 
than  the  author  of  "  Scripture  Doctrine,^  that, "  How  this  text  (of 
"  St.  Matthew)  was  universally  understood  in  the  primitive 
**  Church  cannot  be  doubted  ;'*^  there  being  still  extant  so  many 
writings  of  the  ancients  discovering  their  sentiments  of  it :  which 
therefore  may  serve  as  the  best  comment,  or  paraphrase^  not  only 
upon  that  text,  but  upon  the  Creeds  too,  which  ought  to  be 
interpreted  by  the  same  rule,  as  I  shall  shew  presently.  I  shall 
not  add  any  testimonies  of  Post-Nicene  Fathers,  however  many 
and  weighty,  because  their  sentiments  are  well  known,  and  our 
adversaries  will  readily  give  them  up  to  us  in  the  present 
question  9.     I  shall  only  observe,  that  the  sense  which  I  have 

o  *'H¥wrB<u  yiip  ap6yiaj  rf  Off  t&p        P  'Hfutf  tts  rt  r^  rpoSdarAy  fiordda 

SKw  r6y  Buov  \6yov,     *Bfi^ikox»p«w  TrKarvpofuv  ddialotrov,  koI  r^y  rpMa 

dc  rf  Octt  xol  MuuraaBcu,  0€l  t6  Syiov  waXw  au€U»roif  (Is  lijp  fwpdda  ov/icc- 

wvtvfia'  iphj  Koi  riiv  Bdatf  rpiaha  (Is  hfa,  <^aXaiot;/M^.      Dionys.    AU9,    apud 

&a7r(p  (Is  Kopixfniv  rtvOf  rhv  0(6v  r&y  Athanas.  voL  i.  p.  3<5* 
Sk»¥  T6y  irayroKparopa  Xc yto,  avyKKba-        4  The  Council  m  Constantinople, 

\au>wTBal    rt  Koi    trwayarBai   mura  in  the  year  ^82,  in  their  Synomcal 

Myiaj.  DUmys,  Rom.  apud  Athanas.  Epistle,  speaking  of  the  Nicene  faith, 

vol.  i.  p.  331.  do  in  the  main  express  the senseof  aU 
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given  of  the  form  of  baptism  was,  in  the  fourth  century,  so  well 
known  and  undisputed^  that  the  Emperor  Julian  (called  the 
Apostate)  made  it  an  argument  against  Christ  and  his  religion  % 
that  whereas  Moses  and  the  Prophets  had  said,  ''  Thou  shalt 
*'  fear  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  him  only  shalt  thou  serve  ^  Christ 
in  contradiction  thereto  (for  so  the  Apostate  pretended)  had 
ordered  his  disciples  to  baptize  ^^  in  the  name  of  the  Father^  and 
"  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.''  Though  from  what  hath 
been  said  I  take  the  point  I  intended  to  have  been  sufficiently 
proved,  yet  it  may  not  be  improper  to  throw  in  two  or  three 
general  remarks  to  confirm  it  still  furtiier. 

I.  The  first  may  be  taken  from  the  known  custom  of  the 
'primitive  Church,  in  requiring  the  campetmtes,  or  candidates  for 
baptism,  first  to  make  a  sdemn  renunciation  of  idolatry  axid/alse 
worship  ^y  under  the  general  title  of  the  DevU  and  all  his  pomps, 
&c.,  and  then  immediately^  after  to  profess  their  faith  in, 
and  adherence  to,  God  the  Father^  Son^  and  Holy  Ghost.  A  pro- 
fession of  faith  was,  from  the  beginning,  always  required  of 
persons  before  baptism :  we  have  plain  examples  of,  and  allu- 
sions to,  something  of  that  kind,  even  in  Scripture  itself «. 
Upon  these  instances  the  Christian  Church  proceeded.  At  first, 
very  probably,  the  profession  of  faith  went  no  further  than  the 
minutes  given  in  the  form  of  baptism:  but  in  a  little  time 
it  came  to  be  enlarged,  as  heresies  or  other  incidents  gave 
occasion.  Tertulhan  derives  it  from  immemorial  custom,  that 
the  answers  in  baptism  were  somewhat  enlarged  beyond  what 
Christ  himself  had  expressly  determined  <.  It  is  not  improbable 
that  he  intended  this  of  the  enlarging  of  the  baptismal  profession, 

the  Post-Nicoie    Catholics    as    fol-  >*  Vid.  Cyril,  contr.    Julian,    lib. 

lows :  ix.  p.  2^1,  394. 

Tavnyv  yAp  ical  vfuv  Ka\  ^fup  Koi  •  Quid  crit  STimmum  atque  pr»- 

wSuri  rois  fjJ^  dioor/DC'^ovo'i  t6v  \&yop  cipuum,  in  quo  Diabolus  et  pompae  et 

Trjs  dXrfOovs  nlareios,  avvap€(rK€tv  Oct.  angeli  ejus  censeantur,  quam  idolola- 

Ijv  fi6\is  woT€  irpeafivTaniv  rt  odaap,  tria  ?  Tertull.  de  Spect,  cap.  iv.  p.  74. 

Kal  dK6koyBov  r^  fifJ^itrfutn,  Koi  ^M-  See  Binffham,  Cnristian  Antiquities, 

(TKOvaaif  riuJas  mtrrmw  ds  rh  Spofia  rov  book  xi.  en.  7. 

mxrp6s  jcoi  rov  vUa),  koL  rov  aylov  irvcv-  *  Vid.  Cvnl.  Hieros.  Catech.  Mjrs- 

fiOTOg,  ^Xadri  0f6TTfT6s  rt  km  bvpdfM€»s  tag.  i.  p.  383,  Apostol.  Const,  lib.  vii. 

Kol  owrias  fuas  rov  Trarp^s,  kcu  rov  vhv,  cap.  4 1 . 

Kal  rov  ayiov  Trvevjiaros  niartvofAcvffs,  ^  Acts  viii.  12,  37.   I  Pet.  iii.  21. 

&c.  Theod,  E,  H,  lib.  v.  c^.  9.  p.  <  Amplius    aUquid    respondentes 

210.  quam  Dominus  in  Evangelio  determi- 

Particular  testimonies  of  Post-Ni-  navit.  TertuU,  de  Coron.  cap.  iii.  p.  102. 

cene  Fathers  may  be  seen  collected  in  See  Wall's  Hist,  of  Infant  Baptism, 

Petavius  de  Trin.  part  ii.  c.  9.  p.  495. 
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or  ereed,  beyond  that  form  of  baptism  which  our  Lord  himself 
had  prescribed ;  and  which  probably  was,  at  firsts  the  occasion 
and  the  subjectrmatter  of  the  baptismal  creeds  as  well  as  the  rule 
and  measure  of  it.  This  I  oflTer  only  as  conjecture.  Certain 
however  it  is,  that  a  profession  of  faith  in,  and  adherence  to, 
God  the  Father y  Son^  and  Holy  Ghost^  immediately  followed  upon 
the  abremmciation  of  the  Devil^  &c.  which  is  a  confirmation  to 
us,  that  as,  on  one  hand,  they  renounced  all  idolatry  and  false 
gods;  so  their  a>ggregation^  (if  I  may  so  call  it,)  or  joining 
of  themselves  to  these  three  Persons^  was  intentionally  receiving 
them  as  the  true  and  only  God. 

2.  I  shall  subjoin  a  second  consideration,  drawn  from  the 
principles  and  practices  of  the  ancient  heretics.  No  sooner  did 
they  alter  (many  of  them)  or  corrupt  the  true  faith  in  the 
blessed  Trinity,  but  they  thought  of  altering  the^brw  of  baptism 
likewise  ;  lest  it  should  appear  inconsistent  with  their  novel  and 
pernicious  tenets.  This  was  remarkably  seen  in  the  Trithdstsy, 
and  Praxeans^,  and  Valentinians^  who  had  all  corrupted  tiie 
true  original  faith  in  the  Trinity.  To  conceal  their  shame  and 
self-condemnation,  and  to  propagate  their  erroneous  principles, 
they  innovated  in  the  form  of  baptism;  which  was  one  of  the 
best  fences  to  the  true  faith,  and  a  standing  bur  to  most  heresies. 
The  like  was  afterwards  practised  by  Eunomius,  who  was  a 
thorough-paced  Arian,  but  a  man  of  shrewd  parts,  and  who 
readily  perceived  that  it  might  be  an  easier  matter  to  bring  the 
yeij  form  of  baptism  into  disuse,  (though  that  was  very  shocking 
too,)  than  to  root  out  of  men'^s  minds  the  Oatholic  and  only 
true  sense  of  it.  That/or»t  was  as  great  an  eyesore  to  him  and 
his  followers,  as  a  Nicene  or  an  Athanasian  Greed,  or  as  Doao- 
hgies  and  Litwrgies^  expressing  the  Oatholic  doctrine,  are  to 
some  now.  They  were  forced  at  length  to  alter  the  instituted 
and  only  regular  form  of  baptism  for  others  of  their  own 
devising ;  which  might  be  more  consistent  with,  or  favourable 
to,  their  novel  opinions.  Sometimes  they  chose  to  baptize  in  the 
name  of  the  Father  unoreate^  the  Son  created  by  the  Father,  and 
the  Holy  Ghost  created  by  the  Son^.  At  other  times  they  were 
content,  more  briefly  and  with  less  offence,  to  baptize  into  the 

y  Apostol.  Can.  39.  Bevereflr. 

*  Vid.  Tertull.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  26.  •  Vid.  Iren.  lib.  i.  cap.  2.  p.  94. 

Pseudo-Ignat.  Ep.  ad  Philip,  cap.  i.  *>  Vid.  Epiphan.  Hsres.  76. 
Apoat.  Can.  50.  cum  Not.  Cotel.  et 
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death  of  Christ^;  or  in  the  name  of  the  Father^  by  the  Son^  in 
the  Holy  Ghost.  All  the  while,  it  is  observable  that  the  Catholics 
never  varied  iheform ;  nor  so  much  as  inserted,  or  added,  any 
thing  by  way  of  explication,  or  in^favour  of  their  principles. 
Either  it  must  be  said  that  they  had  no  need  to  do  it,  the  form 
itself  being  so  plainly  and  clearly  on  their  side ;  or  else  that 
they  were  the  more  pious  and  modest  men,  and  durst  not  attempt 
any  the  least  innovation  in  a  sacred  law  and  institution  of  Christ. 
Our  modem  Arians^  have  not  yet  attempted,  that  I  know  of,  to 
alter  the  form  of  baptism :  but  they  hope  to  be  able  to  disguise 
or  elude  the  ancient  Catholic  sense  of  it.  I  know  not  whether 
it  might  provoke  our  pity  or  our  indignation  most,  to  find  some 
endeavouring  to  run  down  the  truly  primitive  interpretation  of 
it,  under  the  notion  of  new  scholastic  hypotheses^ ;  and,  at  the 
same  time,  vending  their  own  novelties  and  heterodoxies  under  the 
venerable  name  of  antiquity.  The  pretence  is,  that  the  Apostles'^ 
Creed  (as  commonly  called)  is  a  professed  paraphrase  upon  the 
form  of  baptism.  And  what  if  it  were,  would  it  do  those  gentle- 
men any  service!  Or  is  the  faith  therein  contained  any  thing 
akin  to  theirs,  or  so  much  as  consistent  with  it  ?  But  I  shall  beg 
leave  to  examine  this  pretence  largely  and  distinctly  once  for  all, 
and  then  conclude.  It  will  be  necessary  to  premise  some  things, 
first,  of  Creeds  in  general,  and,  secondly,  of  that  Creed  called  the 
Apostles'"  in  particular. 

I.  Of  Creeds  in  general.  It  is  a  mistake  to  imagine  that 
Creeds  were,  at  first,  intended  to  teach,  in  full  and  explicit  terms, 
all  that  should  be  necessary  to  be  believed  by  Christians.  They 
were  designed  rather  for  hints  and  minutes  of  the  main  credenday 
to  be  recited  by  catechtmiens  before  baptism :  and  they  were 
purposely  contrived  short,  that  they  might  be  the  more  easily 
retained  in  memory,  and  take  up  the  less  time  in  reciting. 
Creeds,  very  probably,  at  first,  were  so  far  from  being  para- 
phrases or  explications  of  the  form  of  baptism,  (or  of  Scripture 
texts,)  that  they  went  no  further,  or  very  little  further,  than  the 
form  itself,  and  wanted  as  much  explaining  and  paraphrasmg^ 
in  order  to  be  rightly  and  distinctly  understood,  as  any  other 


<^  Socrat.  £.  H.  lib.  v.  cap.  24.  doing  the  business  at  once.    (See  his 

Theod.  Hsr.  Fab.  lib.  iv.  cap.  ^.  Tracts,  p.  439,  &c.)    But  I  know  not 

^  Mr.  £mlyn^  indeed,  is  for  Laying  whether  I  am  to  reckon  him  in  the 

bapOgm  itself  aside,  among  the  poste-  number  of  the  Arians. 
rity  of  baptized  Christians  ;  which  is        «  See  Dr.  Clarke's  Reply,  p.  205. 
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words  or  forma  oould  do.  Hence  it  was  that  the  catechumeHs 
were  to  be  instructed  in  the  Creedj  previously  to  baptism,  for 
many  days  together.  Jerome  says,  for  forty  days^ ;  and  parti- 
cularly mentions  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  the  subject- 
matter  of  instruction  for  all  that  time.  ^The  author  of  the 
ApottoUcal  Constitutions  gives  us  a  summary  of  what  the  cate- 
chumens were  generally  taught,  previously  to  baptism:  and 
among  the  heads  of  instruction  there  intimated,  the  first  and 
principal  relates  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  Cyril  of  Jeru- 
salem has  left  us  a  whole  course  of  Catechetical  Lectures,  which 
he  drew  up  for  the  use  of  those  that  stood  candidates  for 
baptism :  and  there  we  find  that  he  is  very  large  and  particular 
in  explaining  those  parts  of  the  Creed^  which  concern  the  nature, 
character,  and  offices  of  Father^  Son^  and  Holy  Ghost.  Greeds 
would  have  been  of  small  use  to  catechumens^  without  this  method 
of  preparatory  instructions :  and  yet  it  seems  to  have  been  solely 
for  the  use  of  such  that  Creeds  were  originaUy  intended ;  being 
first  used  only  in  the  office  of- baptism^  and  but  by  degrees  taken 
in  to  make  a  part  of  the  conmion  and  daily  Liturgies  of  the 
Church^.  From  hence  we  see  the  reason  why  Greeds  were  no 
larger,  nor  more  explicit ;  being  but  a  kind  of  recapitulation  of 
what  the  catechumens  had  been  taught  more  at  large,  the  main 
heads  whereof  were  committed  to  memory,  and  publicly  recited, 
and  so  became  a  Creed.  A  short  sunmiary  of  credenda  might 
then  be  sufficient,  after  the  caiechujnens  had  been  fully  and 
particularly  instructed  in  the  sense  of  every  article.  I  shall 
observe  further,  that  as  Creeds  became  gradually  enlarged,  it 
was  rather  by  the  addition  of  new  articles,  {new  I  mean  with 
respect  to  the  Greeds,  and  their  insertion  into  them,  though 
believed  by  the  faithful  from  the  beginning,)  than  by  a  more 
explicit  opening  of  the  older,  except  in  some  particular  cases. 
The  reason  of  which  seems  to  be,  that  explications  of  former 
articles  might  ordinarily  be  left  to  the  catechists  to  supply  by 
way  of  catechetical  instruction.  It  was  sufficient  for  Greeds  to 
have  hinted  what  was  most  material,  and  to  abound  in  matter, 
rather  than  in  words^  to  answer  the  use  intended.     As  heresies 


'  Gonsuetudo    autem    apud    nos  zxxviii.  p.  314. 

iftiusmodi  est,  ut  his  qui  baptizandi  *  Apost.  Const,  lib.  vii.  cap.  39. 

sunt,  per  qoadraginta  dies,  publico  p.  378.  Cot. 

tradamus  sanctam  et  adorandam  Tri-  ^  See   Mr.  Bingham's    Christian 

nhatem.  Hienm.  ad  Pammach.  JEpist.  Antiquities,  book  z.  ch.  4.  p*  117. 
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gave  occasion,  new  articles  were  inserted  in,  or  added  to,  the 
Creeds:  not  that  they  were  originally  of  greater  importance 
than  any  other  articles  omitted,  but  the  opposition  made  to 
some  doctrines  rendered  it  the  more  necessary  to  insist  upon  an 
ewpUcit  belief  and  profession  of  them.  To  instance  in  the  Jeru- 
salem Creedy  the  oldest,  it  may  be,  of  any  that  is  extant  ^  The 
article  of  the  Trinity  was  undoubtedly  in  it  from  the  beginning, 
and  perhaps  none  other ;  and  that  expressed  thus  briefly,  "  I 
"  believe  in  God  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost.**" 
Baptism  of  repentance,  remission  of  sins,  Catholic  Church,  resur^ 
rection  of  the  flesh,  life  everlasting,  are  so  many  new  articles, 
probably,  added  afterwards,  as  there  was  occasion.  The  rest 
are  insertions  and  explications,  giving  a  more  particular  descrip- 
tion of  the  nature,  character,  and  offices  of  the  three  Persons  of 
the  ever  blessed  Trinity:  and  probably  these  additions  and 
illustrations  came  in  gradually,  one  after  another,  a^  occasion 
served,  in  opposition  to  the  attempts  of  those  that  endeavoured 
to  alter,  nmtilate,  corrupt,  or  misrepresent  the  Catholic  faith. 
Other  particulars  there  omitted  may  be  as  necessar}'  pcnnts  of 
faith,  as  some  there  mentioned :  but  those  were  more  particu- 
larly necessary  to  be  insisted  on,  at  that  time  and  in  those  cir- 
cumstances. Which  I  the  ratiier  hint,  that  Creeds  may  not  be 
taken  for  complete  catalogues  ot  Jimdamentetb,  which  they  are 
not :  (for  indeed  we  shall  hardly  find  two  that  have  exactly  the 
same  articles,  neither  more  nor  less :)  but  for  such  short 
9tmmarie8  of  the  Christian  faith,  as  were  most  pfoper  to  be 
inculcated  before  baptism,  as  an  introduction  to  the  right  under- 
standing and  professing  the  whole  of  the  Christian  religion.  I 
have  not  room  to  explain  myself  so  largdy  upon  this  head  as 
the  thing  deserves ;  but  I  shall  give  one  example  to  illustrate 
the  truth  of  the  observation.  The  article  of  life  efoerlastinff  waSj 
very  probably,  wanting  for  some  centuries  in  the  Creeds  of  Rome 
and  Aquileia^.  Yet  who  can  pretend  to  say,  that  that  was  not 
as  necessary  a,nd  ftmdamental  an  article  of  faith,  a»  any  is  or  can 
be !  But  its  being  so  easy,  and  obvious  to  every  Christian,  and 
hardly  at  all  disputed,  might  be  the  reason  why,  however  neces- 
sary  it  was  to  believe  it,  it  was  not  thought  necessary  to  make 
any  explicit  mention  of  it  in  those  Creeds.     Having  premised 


^  See  Bull.  Jadk.  p.  48,  56,  &c.        Dissert,  i.  Thes.  zMii.  p.  39.   FeU. 
^  Vid.    Vo89.    de    Trib.     Symb.    Not.  in  EfHSt.  Cyprian,  btz.  p.  190. 
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those  few  things  of  Creedi  in  general,  I  proceed  next  to  the 
AposUei  Creed  in  particular. 

%.  It  is  well  known  to  learned  men>  that  the  Greed,  called 
the  Apo8tle8\  is  no  other  than  the  Boman  Creed.     "  It  has  ob- 
^^  tained  the  name  of  the  Apogtolic  Creed,^  as  a  learned  and  ac- 
enrate  author  observes^,  ^^  for  no  greater  or  other  reason  than 
*•*'  this :  It  was  a  custom  to  call  those  churches  in  which  any 
*'^  Apostle  had  personally  taught,  especiaUy  if  he  had  resided 
*'  there  any  long  time,  or  had  died  there,  Apostolic  Churches. 
'^  Of  these  there  were  a  great  many  in  the  eastern  parts ;  Jem- 
^^  salem,  Corinth,  Ephesus,  Antioch,*  &c.  but  in  the  western 
*^  parts,  none  but  Bome. — So  that  any  one  that  in  the  western 
^  parts  of  the  world  spoke  of  the  Apostolic  Churchy  was  supposed 
^^  to  mean  Bome — and  so  their  Bishop  came  to  be  called  the 
^  ApostoUe  Bishop ;  their  see  the  Apostolic  see,  their  faith  the 
^^  ApostoUe  faith,  and,  among  the  rest,  the  Creed  that  they 
"  used  the  Apostolic  Creed,  now  called  the  Apostlei^     The 
Creed  then  of  the  Apostles  (as  it  is  particularly  called,  though 
other  Creeds  might  as  justly  have,  and  reaUy  have  had  the  name 
of  the  Apostles*  Creed)  is  certainly  no  other  than  the  Creed  of 
one  particular  Church,  the  Church  of  Bome ;  and  is  neither  so 
old,  (taken  all  together,)  nor  of  so  great  authority  as  the  Nicene 
Creed  itself:  it  is  but  imposing  on  the  unlearned  reader  to  re- 
oonmiend  it  as  a  professed  paraphrase^  and  the  most  early  of 
any,  upon  the  text  of  St.  Matthew,  when  indeed  it  is  no  pro- 
fessed paraphrase  at  all ;  or  if  it  be,  there  is  still  no  reason  to 
prefer  it  to  other,  as  valuable  and  as  ancient.  Creeds,  which 
have  the  artides  of  the  divimty  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit 
more  full  and  express;    or  to  the   continued  testimonies  of 
Church  writers,  which,  after  all,  make  a  better  and  a  juster 
paraphrase  upon  the  text  of  St.  Matthew,  than  either  the 
Boman^  or  any  other  Creed,  or  than  all  the  Creeds  put  together. 
For,  indeed,  the  early  Creeds  being  designedly  brief  and  concise, 
full  of  matter,  contrived  rather  to  take  in  many  particulars,  than 
to  dwell  much  upon  any  one,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at,  if  they 
be  not  so  explicit  in  this  or  that  article ;  especiaUy  considering 
that  some  Churches,  particularly  the  Boman,  were  less  infested 
with  heresies  than  others,  and  therefore  needed  not  so  long  a 
Creed ;  and  considering  further,  that  whatever  mistakes  might 

1  Mr.  Wall's  Hist,  of  In&nt  B^tism,  part  ii.  ch.  9.  p.  507. 
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otherwise  have  happened  to  arise,  through  the  brevity  and  con- 
ciseness of  the  Creeds  themselves^  they  were  effectually  prevented 
by  previous  caiechetical  instructions,  explaining  more  distinctly 
and  fully  what  was  but  briefly  hinted  in  the  Creeds.  To  con- 
clude this  head  :  as  to  the  Roman  Creed,  there  is  no  reason  to 
lay  any  more  stress  upon  it  than  upon  the  Creeds  of  Irenseus, 
Tertullian,  or  Origen ;  or  the  Creed  of  Jerusalem,  &c.  all  of 
them,  probably,  as  old  or  older  than  the  Roman :  nor  is  it  to  be 
expected  that  every  Creed,  or  any  Creed  designed  only  for  the 
office  o/baptiitmy  should  teach,  in  eocpUcit  terms,  all  that  is  neces- 
sary to  be  beheved  by  Christians.  Yet,  after  all,  even  the 
Roman  (called  the  Apostles')  Creeds  short  as  it  is,  when  rightly 
understood,  is  diametrically  opposite  to  the  Arian  principles ; 
and,  if  it  must  be  called  a  paraphrase^  is  such  a  paraphrase  on 
the  text  of  St.  Matthew,  as  sufficiently  confirms  the  sense  which 
I  have  given  of  it.  Our  Saviour  Christ  is,  in  the  Roman  Creed, 
characterized  under  the  title  of  /uu)i;oy€i^9,  or  only-begotten  of  the 
Father.  The  meaning  of  that  title  or  character  was  well  known 
to  the  compilers  of  that  Creed,  and  to  the  primitive  caiechists  of 
the  Church,  who  would  not  fail  to  acquaint  the  caiechumens  with 
it.  The  ancients  are  unanimous  in  understanding  Christ^s  son- 
ship  of  his  divine  nature.  To  call  him  the  only-begotten^  or  the 
Son,  of  Qod  the  Father,  was,  in  their  account,  declaring  him  to 
be  of  the  same  nature  with  God  the  Father  ;  as  tndy  God^  as 
the  Son  of  man  is  truly  man^.  Hence  therefore  it  is  manifest 
that  the  Roman  Creed,  though  briefly,  yet  fully  sets  forth  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  as  has  been  shewn  more  at  large  by  Bishop 
BuUo.  And  the  learned  Stillingfleet,  who  well  understood  this 
matter,  had  good  reason  to  say,  ^'  That  although  the  Apostles^ 
^<  Creed  does  not  in  express  words  declare  the  divinity  of  the 
"  three  Persons  in  the  unity  of  the  divine  essence ;  yet  taking 

n  Unigenihu    ut    solus    ex    Deo  h  r^  Oef .   Clem,  Alew,  p.  86. 
ffenitus  proprie  de  vulva  cordis  ipsius.         Hp&rov  ytinnffia  thnu  rf  frarpl,  ovx 

TertuU,  conir.  Praa.  cap.  7.  &9  ytvdfievov— — Ms  tipros  rov  narpbs 

Hunc  ex  Deo  prolatum  didicimus,  jcal  rov  vlov.  Athenag.  p.  38. 
et  prolatione  generatum,  et  idcirco  Fl-        ec^r  odv  &v  6  \6yos  xal  €k  OeoO  irc- 

lium  Dei  et  Deum  dictum,  ex  unitate  <l>vKiin,  &c.   Theoph.  Antioch,  p.  130. 
substantifle.   TertulL  ApoL  cap.  ai.  Ut  enim  prsescripsit  ipsa  natura 

ILpwr6TOKos  tnf  rov  6cov  KSLi  6c^r  hominem  credendum  esse  qui  ex  ho- 

vfrapx^^'  J^t,  Mart.  Apol,  i.  p.  133.  mine  sit :  ita  eadem  natura  pmscribit 

Comp.  Dial.  p.  183,  184,  364,  371.  et  Deum  credendum  esse  qui  ex  Deo 

'O  Oflos  Myos  6  <lta»€pwraro9  ovre^t  sit.   Novat.  csup.  11. 
B€ht,  6  r£  Aiaw6rif  r&v  SKmv  i^»-        ^  Bull.  Judac.  Ecdes.  p.  36,  &c. 
Btlg,  in  jfy  v\h£  ahrov,  ical  6  \6yos  ^v 
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^  the  Meme  of  those  articles  as  the  Christian  Ohwreh  understood 
*^  them  from  the  Apostles*  times,  then  we  have  as  full  and  clear 
"  evidence  of  this  doctrine,  as  we  have  thai  we  received  the  Scrip- 
**  tureefrom  ihem^T*  If  then  we  are  to  learn  from  the  ApostM 
Creed  how  the  words  of  the  form  of  hapiiem  were  universally 
understood  in  the  primitive  Churchy  we  must  understand  the 
words  of  that  form  in  the  same  sense  as  those  articles  of  the 
Oreed  were  universalh/  understood  in  the  primitive  Church.  For 
to  pretend  that  the  form  of  baptism  is  to  be  interpreted  from 
the  Oreed,  as  understood  by  the  primitive  Church ;  and  at  the 
same  time  to  put  a  novel  construction  upon  the  Creed  itself,  is 
such  an  aflOront  to  common  sense,  and  such  an  abuse  of  the 
readers,  as  one  shall  seldom  meet  with  among  men  of  letters. 

Upon  the  whole,  these  things  are  evident ;  i .  That  the  sense  of 
the  primitive  Churchy  in  the  articles  concerning  Father^  Son^  and 
Holy  Ghost^  may  be  certainly  known  otherwise  than  from 
die  Creeds.  2.  That  the  Creeds  themselves  ought  to  be  inter- 
preted according  to  that  sense  so  known,  having  been  so  under- 
stood from  the  beginning,  or  from  the  time  of  their  compiling  p. 
3.  That  by  laying  of  ancient  testimonies  together,  and  comparing 
of  evidences,  we  have  full  and  clear  proof  that  the  primitive 
Church  never  imagined  baptism  to  run  in  the  name  of  the  Father 
only  as  God,  and  of  the  two  other  Persons  as  creatitres  ;  but  in 
the  name  of  three  Persons,  every  one  Oody  and  all  together  the 
one  God  of  Christians. 

And  now,  my  Christian  brethren,  what  remains  but  to  exhort 
and  warn  you,  as  you  tender  your  everlasting  salvation,  to  abide 
evermore  in  that  faith  whereunto  you  have  been  baptized^ 
and  which  alone  can  give  you  any  reasonable  confidence,  or 
hope  of  assurance  towards  God.  fiemember  those  who  have 
gone  before  you,  the  Apostles  and  primitive  martyrs  and  con- 
fessors, **  whose  faith  follow,  considering  the  end  of  their  conver- 

o  Stillingfleet  on  the  Trinity,  ch.ix.  the  primitiye  writinge  for  the  inter- 

.p  330.  pretation  of  Creeds ;  especially  at  this 

P  N.  B.  A  late  writer  (Modest  Plea,  distance,  when  unlearned  readers  may 

&c.  continued,  p.  54^  says,  that  Dr.  the  more  easily  be  imposed  upon  by 

W.  (speaking  of  the  Creeds)  is  forced  a  novel  sense  put  upon  them.     2.  That 

to  ado,  "  as  mterpreted  by  those  that  this  writer  betrays  nis  ignorance  of  the 

**  recite  them  ;'*  and  the  reason  of  it,  oldest  Creeds  ;  which,  if  the^  do  not 

he  says,  is, "  because  the  oldest  Creeds  explicitly  declare  those  articles,  yet 

*'  mention  nothing  of  those  matters,"  alC  or  most  of  them,  do  it  implicitly : 

i.  e.  the  eternity  and  consubstantiality  Irensus's,  Tertullian's,  Origen's,  Je- 

of  God  the  Son.    To  which  I  answer,  rusalem  Creed,  Apostles',  &c. 
I.  That  I  had  good  reason  to  refer  to 

VOL.  n.  o 
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^^  sation.  Jesus  Christ  is  the  same  yesterday,  to-day,  and 
"  for  ever.  Be  not  carried  about  with  divers  and  strange 
"  doctrines,  by  the  sleight  of  men,  and  cunning  craftiness, 
"  whereby  they  lie  in  wait  to  deceive.'^  What  have  they 
done,  by  reviving  antiquated  heresies^  but  disturbed  the  minds  of 
the  simple,  raised  confusion  and  distraction  amongst  many,  and 
given  a  handle  to  Libertines^  Deists^  and  Atheists^  to  insult  and 
to  blaspheme?  What  is  there  in  Arianism^  either  of  truth, 
or  even  of  probability,  to  make  us  amends  for  these  things  ? 
I  mention  not  the  daily  inroads  made  upon  Christian  simplicity 
and  godly  sincerity ;  the  wiles  and  artifices,  dissimulation  and 
disguises,  by  which  it  was  at  first  promoted  and  propagated,  and 
without  which  it  cannot  any  where  subsist.  To  this  very  day 
the  patrons  of  it  have  no  other  way  left,  but  to  conceal  and 
cover  its  deformity  as  much  as  possible ;  stifling  of  evidences 
that  make  against  it,  misrepresenting  the  truth  of  history, 
taking  advantage  of  amhiguous  terms,  keeping  oflF  in  generals^  not 
daring  so  much  as  to  own  the  certain  and  inevitable  consequences 
of  their  principles,  hardly  the  principles  themselves ;  not  trusting 
either  to  a  fair,  open,  and  regular  examination,  but  shrinking 
always  from  the  very  point  in  question;  opposing,  objecting, 
cavilling  perpetually  against  the  art/todox  scheme,  but  taking 
little  or  no  care,  either  to  anstoer^  or  so  much  as  to  m^entim,  the 
main  difficulties  and  inconsistencies  visible  in  their  own.  For 
the  truth  of  this  I  appeal  to  all  who  have  been  anything  curious 
observers  of  the  rise,  and  progress,  and  present  state  of  this 
heresy  amongst  us.  They  must  not  blame  us  for  calling  their 
doctrine  heresy^  which  it  really  is,  when  they  have  the  face  so 
often  to  call  ours  new  scholastic  hypotheses^  which  it  really  is  not. 
Names  of  reproach  might  have  been  spared  on  both  sides, 
had  not  they  began,  and  set  us  an  example.  Had  they  been 
txmtented  modestly  to  propose  their  doubts,  with  their  reasons 
for  them ;  had  they  fairly  and  ingenuously  set  forth  the  argu- 
ments on  our  side  of  the  question  in  their  full  strength,  and  then 
brought  their  own  to  set  against  them,  and  balance  them ;  had 
they  been  willing  to  acknowledge,  (what  is  undoubtedly  true,) 
that  we  have  many  and  great  reasons,  such  as  must  weigh  even 
with  wise  and  good  men,  for  what  we  believe  and  profess ;  much 
from  Scripture,  much  from  antiquity,  and  countenanced,  now 
many  centuries,  by  the  sober  and  thinking  part  of  the  Ohristiaai 
world;  had  they  freely  owned  this,  giving  at  the  same  time 
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their  reasons  on  the  other  side,  and  leaving  impartial  men^  after 
a  fair  and  full  hearing,  to  judge  which  should  outweigh :  I  say, 
had  they  took  this  reasonable  and  ingenuous  method,  like 
modest  inquirers  after  truth,  I  know  not  whether  any  fair 
and  candid  man  would  have  eopdenmed;  or  not  have  commended 
them  for  it.  But  when  nothing  less  will  serve  the  turn  but 
misrepresenting  us,  as  following  only  new  scholaMic  hypotheses ; 
when  antiqtbity  is  seajrched  only  to  picl^  out  such  passages 
as  seem  to  make  for  one  side,  and  much  art  used  even  to  make 
th^n  seem  so;  when  our  main  strength  from  Scripture  and 
from  cmUquity  is,  in  a  m«mner,  totally  concecded  and  disguised, 
and  the  principal  objections  and  difficulties  of  their  own  scheme 
passed  over  in  silenee ;  the  orthodox,  all  the  while,  being  repre- 
sented as  a  parcel  of  men  overrun  with  prejudice  and  bigotry, 
pr^erring  human  and  modem  decisiom^  the  worde  of  men,  before 
the  infallible  vx>rdofGod/  full  of  contradiction  and  absurdity, 
and  bereft,  in  a  maoner,  of  common  sense :  I  say,  when  this  is 
the  method  wlii<^  some  please  to  take  to  revive  an  old  heresy^ 
such  rude  attacks  upon  our  common  faith^  though  we  had  less  to 
say  for  it,  are  never  to  be  justified ;  nor  indeed  are  they  capable 
<^  any  kind  excuse,  when  the  men  are  so  far  from  proving  that 
we  have  been  mistaken  in  this  matter,  that  they  dare  not  trust 
the  merits  of  the  cause  to  a  fair,  open,  and  calm  hearing. 
They  dare  not  venture  to  set  their  scheme  in  its  true  colours 
imd  naked  simplicity  against  ours,  fearing  lest  impartial  men 
should  too  plainly  see  what  advantage  we  are  sure  to  have  upon 
a  just  comparison.  It  is  ungenerous  and  msan  in  any  cause,  ({a 
this  it  is  impious^)  not  to  su0Vr  sM  that  ean  justly  be  pleaded  on 
the  opposite  side  to  appear  in  its  full  light  and  strength.  What 
harm  can  there  be  in  admitting  what  is  truth  and  faety  suppose 
it  relate  either  to  Scripture  or  antiquity?  Let  the  evidences 
be  produced,  at  least ;  the  weight  of  them  may  be  considered 
afterwards.  And  what  if  Arianism  should  not  happen  to 
prevail  in  this  so  fair  and  Just  a  method !  How  can  it  be 
remedied  ?  Must  it  be  obtruded  upon  us,  true  or  false,  right  or 
wrong,  with  or  without  reason  ?  If  there  really  be  not  evidence 
sufficient  for  it,  or  if  it  must  be  overpowered  by  contrary 
evidence,  then  this  we  may  certainly  depend  on,  either  that  the 
Axian  doctrine  is  false,  or,  at  the  lowest,  that  no  man  can 
be  obliged  to  think  it  true:  which  consideration  alone  may 

o  2, 
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be  enough  to  satisfy  any  cameieniums  man  in  rejecting  it,  in  its 
present  ciroumstanoes. 

To  conclude  all  in  a  few  words :  one  thing  We  may  require 
and  demand  in  the  present  case;  that  before  we  venture  to 
dethrone  our  Cfod  and  Saviour,  by  bringing  him  down  to  the 
rank  of  ereatures;  before  we  presume  to  abridge  him  of  those 
^  honours^  and  that  foorship^  which  he  has  held  in  the  Christian 
Church  by  a  prescription  of  fifteen,  sixteen,  or  seventeen  hundred 
years ;  before  we  run  upon  what  has  hitherto  been  accounted 
hkuphemyy  horrid  blasphemy,  by  the  wisest,  the  greatest,  and 
most  eminent  lights  of  the  Christian  Church,  in  former  and 
in  latter  ages ;  before  we  disclaim  our  solemn  vows  in  baptism, 
where  we  dedicated  ourselves  to  the  service  and  worship  of 
Father^  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  one  God  blessed  for  ever ;  before 
we  go  these  lengths,  let  us,  at  least,  have  things  fairly  and 
impartially  examined,  in  sincerity  and  singleness  of  heart; 
dicfguising  nothing,  nor  smothering  any  evidences,  but  com- 
paring things  with  things.  Scripture  with  Scripture,  reason 
with  reason,  and  then  balancing  the  whole  account:  let  us 
know,  in  some  measure,  what  we  do,  that  we  run  not  blind/old 
into  our  own  certain  damnation.  In  the  mean  while,  it  behoves 
us  to  retain  steadfastly,  what  we  have  hitherto  piously  believed 
and  professed,  in  the  integrity  of  our  hearts  and  minds.  And 
may  the  sacred  Three^  to  whom  we  once  have  so  solemnly 
devoted  all  our  services,  accept  of  our  sincere  endeavours 
to  preserve  and  keep  up  that  divine  honour,  which  has  been 
hitherto  (and  we  doubt  not,  Justly)  paid  to  each  of  them. 
To  the  same  most  holy^  undivided  Trinity,  God  the  Father^  Son, 
and  Hdy  Ghost^  be  all  honour  and  glory,  adorcttion  and  worship,  i/n 
allehurcheso/thesaints,  now  and  for  evermore.    Amen. 
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SIR, 

I  HAVE  read  over  your  Beply,  lately  published.  I  perceive 
you  are  much  disturbed  at  the  freedom  I  took  mth,  you,  ia 
that  part  of  my  Defence  which  concerned  you  :  and  though  you 
have,  for  several  years  last  past^  been  acting  the  part  of  a 
censor y  and  a  severe  one  too,  (if  we  consider  the  intention  rather 
than  the  effect^)  upon  many  great,  good,  and  learned  men,  ancient 
and  modem ;  yet  when  it  comes  to  be  your  own  case  to  be  ani- 
madverted upon,  (however  justly,  and  upon  a  necessary  occasion,) 
you  are  not  able  to  bear  it  with  due  temper  of  mind.  I  am  very 
unwilling  to  give  you  any  further  disturbance:  and,  indeed, 
were  your  Reply  to  be  read  only  by  men  of  letters^  I  should  not 
have  a  thought  of  rettuming  any  answer  to  it.  But  since  the 
controversy,  about  the  ever  blessed  Trinity,  is  now  spread  among 
all  kinds  of  readers,  I  have  judged  it  necessary,  in  so  momentous 
a  cause,  to  take  some  notice  of  what  you  have  done,  for  the  sake 
of  some  well-meaning  men  who  might  otherwise  happen  to  be 
imposed  upon  by  it. 

You  divide  your  work  into  two  parts,  defensive  and  offefimte  : 
ihefrsty  to  take  off  (so  far  as  you  are  able)  what  I  had  charged 
you  with ;  the  second^  to  retort  the  charge,  and  to  raise  objec- 
tions from  antiquity,  chiefly  against  the  Catholic  cause,  which  I 
have  the  honour  to  espouse. 

My  Answer,  accordingly,  if  it  shall  be  thought  needful  to 
carry  it  through,  must  consist  of  two  pajrts :  one  to  shew  that 
you  have  not  been  able  to  take  oflFwhat  I  had  charged  you  with; 
the  other  to  make  it  appear  that  your  objections  against  us  are 
slight  and  trivial,  not  capable  of  doing  our  cause  harm. 
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Which  is  to  shew  that  you  have  not  been  able  to  take  offtohai  I  had 
charged  upon  you. 

The  Charge  was  contained  under  two  heads : 

1.  General  fallacies,  running  through  your  whole  book,  en- 
titled Disquisitiones  Modestse. 

2.  Particular  defects,  viz.  misquotations,  misconstructions, 
misrepresentations,  &c. 

I  do  not  add  the  epithets  otgrosSy  egregious^  or  the  like,  as  you 
are  pleased  to  do,  (Reply,  p.  loo.)  because,  if  I  can  prove  the 
facts,  the  reader  may  be  left  to  judge  how  gross  or  how  egregious 
any  misconstructtonsy  misrepresentations^  &c.  are  :  and  because 
those  and  the  like  epithets  or  decorations,  are  then  only  useful, 
when  a  writer  lies  under  the  unhappy  necessity  of  endeavouring 
to  make  up  in  toords  what  he  wants  of  proof.  But  to  come 
directly  to  the  matter  in  hand,  I  must  begin  with  the  charge  of 
general  fallacies,  which  were  three,  and  which  I  shall  take  in 
their  order. 

I.  The  first  general  fallacy  charged  upon  you*,  was,  your 
making  essence  and  person  to  signify  the  same.  One  individual 
or  numerical  essence  you  every  where  interpret  to  a  Sabellian 
sense;  understanding  by  it  one  individual  Hypostasis  or  real 
Person.  In  your  Reply,  you  admit  (p.  5.)  that  the  same  nume- 
rical intellectual  essence  is,  with  you,  equivalent  to  same  person : 
so  that  the  fact  charged  upon  you  stands  good,  by  your  own 
confession. 

Now  then,  let  us  see  whether  you  have  dealt  fairly  and  justly 
with  Bishop  Bull.  I  observed  what  influence  this  one  principle, 
or  postulatum,  of  yours  must  have  upon  the  state  of  the  general 
question ;  and  indeed  upon  your  whole  thread  of  reasoning  quite 
through  your  book.  For,  if  it  appears  that  you  have  set  out 
upon  a  false  ground,  you  must  of  course  blunder  all  the  way, 
running  into  a  perpetual  ignoratio  eUnchi^  (as  the  Schools  call 
it,)  that  is,  disputing  besides  the  question:  which,  under  pretence 
and  show  of  confuting  Bishop  Bull,  is  really  nothing  else  but 
confuting  an  imagination  of  your  own.  The  question  with  Bishop 
Bull  was,  whether  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  believed  the  Son  to 

A  See  my  Defence,  voL  i.  p.  507. 
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be  of  an  eiemal^  uncreated^  and  strictly  dwinie  subetance.  But 
ivith  you  it  is^  whether  they  believed  him  to  be  the  same  mme- 
rical  intellectual  essence  (that  is,  as  you  interpret  it^  Person)  with 
the  Father.  Thus  you  have  changed  the  very  state  of  the 
general  question,  and  must  of  course  argue  all  along  wide  of  the 
point.  So,  when  you  come  to  particular  authors,  you  still  pursue 
the  same  mistake  that  you  began  with.  You  state  the  question 
relating  to  Barnabas  (Disquis.  Mod.  p.  7.)  thus ;  Whether  he 
makes  Father  and  Son  one  numerical  essence :  which  is  the  same 
with  you,  as  to  ask,  whether  he  makes  them  the  same  Person. 
The  question  is  stated  the  same  way,  in  respect  of  Hermas^, 
Clemens  of  Rome*',  Justin  Martyr**,  and  others.  With  this 
kind  of  grave  impertinence  you  go  on  confuting  Bishop  Bull, 
without  so  much  as  attacking  him ;  while  the  main  weight  and 
force  of  your  reasonings  (when  they  really  have  any)  £Edls  not 
upon  any  thing  which  he  has  asserted,  but  upon  quite  another 
things  which  you  have  been  pleased  to  invent  for  him.  It  is 
now  time  to  bear  what  you  have  to  say  in  defence  of  this 
peculiar  piece  of  management.  Your  excuses  for  it  are  reducible 
to  three  heads,  ist,  That  you  did  not  know  what  Bishop  Bull 
meant.  2dly,  That  you  had  interpreted  numerical  essence  as  all 
the  present  orthodox  do,  whose  cause  Bishop  Bull  is  supposed  to 
have  espoused.  3dly,  That  numerical  essence  does  and  must 
signify  what  you  pretend,  and  nothing  else.  Though  I  have 
not  taken  your  own  words,  yet,  I  think,  I  have  here  giv^  your 
full  sense ;  and  more  distinctly  and  clearly  than  you  have  done. 
I  am  next  to.  examine  your  excuses^  one  by  one. 

I.  You  did  not  know  what  Bishop  Bull  meant,  or  in  what 
sense  he  maintained  the  consubstantiaKty.  So  you  pretend  in 
your  book«,  and  repeat  it  in  your  Reply  f,  that  you  are  "  not 
*^  certain  whether  he^  (the  Bishop)  ''  pleaded  for  a  numerical 
'^  or  specific  unity  of  essence  C^  taking  it  for  granted  that  every 
numerical  Unity  is  such  as  you  have  described ;  and  that  there 
is  no  medium  between  numerical,  in  your  sense^  and  speci/ic; 
that  is,  no  me€lium  between  SaldUamsm  and  Tritheism.  This 
indeed  is  the  Trp&rov  ^€vdo9,  the  prime  falsehood  which  you  set 
out  with,  and  proceed  upon;  and  which  makes  all  your  dis- 
courses on  this  head  confused,  and  wide  of  the  point.  But  of 
this  more  presently.     As  to  Bishop  Bull,  if  you  had  not  saga- 

*»  Diequiait.  Modest,  p.  9.  «  Ibid.  p.  12.  <*  Ibid.  p.  35. 

•  Modest.  Disquw.  p.  31.  Praef.  '  Reply>  p.  7- 
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city  enou^  to  peroeive  what  be  meant^  you  might  however 
ecmly  and  certainly  have  known,  that  he  did  not  mea/a  what  you 
are  pleased  to  put  upon  him ;  because  he  has  plainly,  frequently, 
and  constantly  denied  nvmerical  Unity ^  in  the  sense  of  personcU 
idmtUy,  His  intent  was  not  to  prove  that  the  Fathers  were 
Sabellians,  (as  your  way  of  opposing  him  every  where  supposes,) 
but  that  they  were  not  Arians.  This  you  could  not  but  know, 
if  you  know  any  thing :  and  therefore  the  method  and  way 
which  you  pitched  upon,  of  writing  against  his  book,  was,  to 
say  the  least  of  it,  very  unfair  and  disingenuous.  You  would 
have  your  readers  believe  that  you  have  confuted  the  Bishop, 
when  in  reality,  after  granting  you  all  that  you  have  been  able 
to  prove,  it  is  not  to  the  purpose,  is  no  confuitcUion  of  what  the 
Bishop  has  asserted,  but  of  dbnoih&r  proposition  which  the  Bishop 
himself  had  disowned,  as  much  as  you  can  do.  The  charge  there- 
fore of  mkkLkmg  the  question  stands  good  against  you;  and, 
what  is  more,  wilful  mistaking,  since  you  could  not  be  ignorant 
that  Bishop  Bull  did  not  intend  to  assert  mimerical  Unity  in 
that  sense  wherein  you  oppose  it.  This  is  sufficient  for  me  in 
defence  of  my  charge.  But  for  the  clearer  apprehension  of  Bishop 
Builds  meaning  in  relation  to  this  matter,  I  will  next  cite  you 
some  of  his  own  words. 

"  As  concerning  the  specific  Unity  of  Persons  in  the  blessed 
**  Trinity,  such  as  is  the  union  of  supposita^  or  persons,  among  things 
"  created,  (for  instance,  of  three  men,  Peter,  Paul,  and  John, 
"  which  are  separate  from  one  another,  and  do  not  any  way  de- 
"  pend  upon  each  other  as  to  their  essence,)  this  the  Fathers  of 
"  the  first  ages  never  dreamed  of.  They  acknowledged  a  very 
"  different  union  of  the  divine  Persons,  such  as  there  is  no  pat- 
"  tern  of,  no  resemblance  perfectly  answering  to  it,  whereby  to 
''  illustrate  it,  among  created  beings.  They  explain  the  matter 
'*  thus :  that  God  the  Father  is,  as  I  said,  the  Head  and  Foun- 
"  tain  of  divinity,  from  whom  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  are  de- 
"  rived,  but  so  derived  as  not  to  be  divided  from  the  Father^s 
"  Person,  but  they  are  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  them, 
^'  by  a  certain  'n€pix^prj<nsy  or  inhahitationy  so  called,  as  I  have 
**  shewn  at  large.  Defens.  Fid.  Nic.  sect.  iv.  lib.  4.  Petavius 
^*  himself  contends  that  from  this  ir€pix<ipr]<ris,  inhabitcUion,  a 
'*  ntmerical  Unity  may  be  inferred^  Petav.  lib.  iv.  cap.  16.  It 
'^  is  certainly  manifest  that  this  explication  can  no  way  consist 
^^  with  the  Arian  hypothesis :  and  it  is  also  manifest  that  7W- 
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'^  theism  IB  excluded  by  it»  and  the  unity  of  the  Godhead  made 
^<  comigtent  with  a  real  distinction  of  Persona.'" 

Thus  &r  Bishop  BuU,  in  his  answer  to  Gilbert  Glari^e^.  He 
speaks  much  to  the  same  purpose  also  in  his  Defmce  of  the 
Nicene  Faith  ^.  <'  As  to  wimsrical  Unity  of  substance  of  Father 
^^  and  Son,  (which  Huetins  says  was  denied  by  Origen,)  I  can 
^'  make  it  eyident  that  Origen  acknowledged  that  Unity  as  far 
*^  as  any  of  the  earlier  Fathers,  and  even  Athanasius  himself 
^  acknowledged  it :  that  is^  Origen  believed  the  Father,  Son^ 
^'  and  Holy  Ghost,  though  reaBy  three  Persons,  yet  to  have  no 
^*-  divided  or  separate  existence,  (as  three  men  have,)  but  to  be 
*^  intimately  united  and  conjoined  one  with  another,  and  to  exist 
'*  in  each  other,  and  (as  I  may  so  speak)  to  pervade  and  per- 
^^  meate  one  another  by  an  ine&ble  'n€pi,xiip7i(ns,  which  the 
^'Schoolmen  call  imhahUaium :  from  which  inhabitation^  Petar 
^^  vins  asserts  that  a  numerical  Unity  must  necessarily  be  in- 
"  ferred." 

From  this  account  of  Bishop  Bull,  it  is  evident  that  he  nei- 
ther admitted  apec^  Unity,  nor  numerical  in  your  sense :  and 
therefore  it  was  very  artificial  of  you  to  say  that  you  knew  not 
which  of  the  two  he  intended,  as  if  he  must  have  meant  one, 
when  it  is  so  plain  that  he  meant  neither,  but  utterly  denied 
both.  He  did  indeed  assert,  as  yon  see,  nwoMricai  Unity,  but 
not  in  your  sense,  not  in  the  SabeUian  sense  of  penonal  identity. 

a.  The  second  excuse  you  make  for  your  impertinent  manner 
of  opposing  Bishop  Bull  without  eontradicting  him  is,  that  yon 
interpreted  numerical  essence  as  all  the  present  orthodox  do, 
whose  cause  Bishop  Bull  is  supposed  to  espouse.  So  you  teO 
us  in  the  Pre&ce  to  Modest  Disquisitions'S  that  you  dispute 
dgainst  the  coneubstantiality,  in  no  other  than  ihe  nmmerical 
sense,  as  asserted  hj  all  the  orthodox.  Now,  supposii^  it  were 
certainly  true,  (as  it  is  oertsinly  folse,)  that  all,  who  at  present 
pass  for  orthodox^  understood  numerical  essence  in  the  same  sense 
as  you  oppose  it  in ;  yet  would  it  not  be  fiur  towards  Bishop 
Bull,  to  put  that  sense  upon  him  which  he  so  folly  and  so  con- 
stuitly  disowns  and  disclaims.  AD  that  you  should  have  done 
in  this  case,  should  have  been  to  have  observed,  that  Bishop 
Ball's  book  is  nothing  to  the  purpose  of  the  present  orthodox, 
who  are  all  Sabellians,  inasmuch  as  he  has  only  shewn  that  the 

K  Bull,  Posth.  Works,  p.  1004.  »  Whitby,  Disq.  Mod.  p.  33.  Pwef. 

^  Bull.  Def.  Rd.  Nic.  p.  130.  Reply,  p.  4. 
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Fathors  were  not  Arians,  has  not  proved  that  they  were  Sabel- 
lians.     And  you  might  have  took  notice  on  this  oocasion,  how 
weak  and  inconsistent  all  the  orthodox  are,  in  receiving  and 
applauding  Bishop  Builds  book,  a  book  which  has  proved  nothing 
which  can  serve  their  purpose;  a  book  which  is  so  far  from 
asserting  Sabellianiim,  that  is,  orthodoxy^  (as  it  is  called^)  that  it 
rather  stands  in  direct  opposition  to  it.     Now  this  would  have 
been  the  fair  open  way,  as  well  towards  the  present  orthodox^  as 
towards  Bishop  Bull.   Towards  the  latter^  because  it  is  a  certain 
truth  that  he  has  by  no  means  served  the  cause  of  SaheUianigm, 
or  of  nwinerical  Unity,  in  your  sense :  towards  the  former^  be- 
cause it  might  have  given  them  an  opportunity  of  explaining 
themselves  upon  this  head ;  and  they  might  take  their  choice, 
either  to  give  up  Bishop  Bull  and  all  the  Fathers  at  once,  or 
else  (which  is  most  likely)  declare  what  you  say  of  them  to  be 
pure  calumny  and  defamation.     For  my  part,  I  make  no  doubt 
but  it  is  a  slander  upon  them ;  and  that  you  will  be  found  at 
length  to  understand  as  little  of  the  modems,  as  you  do  of  the 
ancients.    I  have  good  reason  for  what  I  say,  from  one  particu- 
lar instance  which  I  meet  with  in  your  Reply,  p.  102.     I  am 
there  represented,  as  having  ^^  departed  from  the  general  re- 
**  ceived  doctrine  of  the  Church,  from  the  fourth  century  to  this 
^^  present  age,"^  for  no  other  reason  but  for  saying,  I  mean  **  a 
^'  real  person  and  no  mode.**^    Is  it  then  really  so,  that  all  the 
orthodoxy  from  the  fourth  century  down  to  the  pres^it,  have 
believed  a  person  to  be  a  mode^  that  is,  in  plain  English,  a  num- 
ner;  and  three  persons  to  be  three  manners  f    Bdieve  it  that 
can :  I  have  a  much  better  opinion,  nay,  certain  knowledge  of 
them.    The  Catholics  indeed,  down  from  the  fourth  (I  may  say 
from  the  first)  century,  have  believed  that  there  is  no  disparity 
of  nature,  no  division  of  substance,  no  difference  in  any  perfec- 
tion between  Father  and  Son ;  but  that  they  are  equally  wise^ 
equally  infinite,  equally  perfect  in  all  respects ;  differing  only  in 
this,  that  one  is  a  Father,  and  the  other  a  Son,  one  unbegotten^ 
and  the  other  begotten^  as  a  third  ia  proceeding :  and  these  three 
different  manners  or  modes  of  existence  distinguish  the  persons 
one  from  another,  perfectly  alike  and  equal  in  all  other  respects. 
The  phrase  therefore  of  modes  ofexistingy  was  not  designed  to 
denote  the  persons  themselves,  but  their  distinguishing  characters. 
This  is  what  Dr.  South^s  authorities  sufficiently  prove,  and  all 
that  they  prove;  and,  I  presume,  all  that  he  meant.     For, 
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though  you  are  pleased  to  quote  him  against  me^  he  is  expressly 
for  me,  where  he  utterly  denies  ^^  '^that  the  three  divine  Persons 
"  are  only  three  modes  of  the  Deity.*"  However  that  be,  I  take 
my  accounts  of  the  ancients  from  the  ancients  themselves.  If  you 
can  find  any  one,  I  do  not  say  of  the  fourth,  but  even  of  the 
sixth,  or  eighth  century,  to  go  no  lower,  laying  it  down  for 
Catholic  doctrine  that  a  person  is  a  modcy  it  will  be  kind  to 
oblige  us  with  the  discovery.  As  to  the  ancientSy  I  will  be 
bound  to  answer  for  them,  that  what  you  say  of  them  from  the 
fourth  century  is  pure  invention  and  romance :  and  as  to  mo- 
demsj  I  am  very  inclinable  to  hope,  I  make  no  scruple  to  believe, 
that  you  have  misreported  them  as  much  as  you  have  done  the 
other. 

3.  Your  third  and  last  ewcuse  is^  that  numerical  essence  does 
and  must  signify  what  you  pretend,  and  nothing  else :  and  there- 
fore it  was  right  to  fix  it  upon  Bishop  Bull,  who  must  be  sup- 
posed to  maintain  numerical  Unity.  This  is  your  meaning, 
(Reply,  p.  4.)  though  you  seldom  take  care  to  express  yourself 
clearly  and  distinctly.  To  this  I  answer  first,  that  admitting 
that  your  sense  of  numerical  Unity  is  the  only  true  and  proper 
sense  of  it ;  yet  does  it  not  follow,  that  you  have  any  right  to  fix 
your  sense  upon  Bishop  Bull  in  contradiction  to  his  declared 
sentiments.  If  any  man  has  a  mind  to  use  words  in  an  improper 
sense,  provided  he  gives  but  sufficient  notice  of  it,  he  should  not 
be  rigorously  dealt  with  for  it,  or  have  a  sense  imposed  upon 
him  which  he  utterly  disclaims.  A  fair  and  candid  adversary,  in 
such  a  case,  should  make  allowance  for  uoords^  and  attend  to  the 
ihmg.  To  make  the  best  of  it,  it  is  very  unkind  and  unfair,  in- 
dustriously to  mistake  an  author^s  meaning,  in  such  a  case,  and  to 
go  about  to  confute  what  he  certainly  never  intended  to  main- 
tain ;  nay,  what  he  is  known  to  have  denied  and  disclaimed. 
But  to  come  a  little  closer  to  the  point ;  How  do  you  prove, 
after  all,  that  yours  is  the  only  proper  sense  of  numerical  f 
What  if  you  should  fail  here,  in  the  main  point  of  all,  wherein 
your  great  confidence  lies,  and  for  the  sake  of  which  you  have 
raised  all  this  dust  upon  Bishop  Bull,  and  thrown  scandal  at 
large  both  upon  ancients  and  modems !  It  is  very  certain,  that 
mtmerical  or  individual  Unity  has  been  and  is  maintained  by 
Catholics,  and  Catholics  that  abhorred  SabeUianism.    Could  you 

^  South.  Animadv.  c.yiii.  p.  390, 391. 
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prove  that  your  seaise  otntimeriectl  essence  is  the  only  proper  sense^ 
yet  you  can  never  prove  that  it  is  the  only  sense  it  has  been  used 
in:  so  that,  at  length,  the  dispute  about  it  would  be  nothing 
more  than  a  dispute  about  words. 

But  I  will  give  you  a  plain  reason  why  you  can  never  prove 
your  sense  of  the  words  to  be  the  only  prcper  sense :  it  is 
because  you  can  never  fix  any  certain  principle  of  individuation. 
It  is  for  want  of  this,  that  you  can  never  assure  me^  that  three 
real  Persons  may  not  be^  or  are  not,  one  nvmerical  or  individual 
substance.  In  short,  you  know  not,  precisely^  what  it  is  that 
nuJces  one  bei/ng^  or  one  essence^  or  one  substance.  Here  your 
metaphysics  are  plainly  d^ective ;  and  this  it  is  that  renders  all 
your  speculations  upon  that  head  vain  and  fruitless.  Tell 
me  plainly^  is  the  divine  suistance  present  in  every  place,  in 
tohole  or  in  part  f  Is  the  substance  which  is  present  h^e  upon 
earth,  that  very  individual  numerical  substance  which  is  present 
in  heav^i^  or  is  it  not !  Your  answ^  to  these  questions  may 
perhaps  suggest  something  to  you,  which  may  help  you  out 
of  your  difficulties  rdating  to  the  Trinity ;  or  dse  the  sense  of 
your  inability  to  answer  either,  may  teach  you  to  be  less 
confident  in  matters  so  much  above  you,  and  to  confess 
your  ignorance  in  thii^  of  this  nature,  as  I  freely  do  mine. 

You  tell  us  very  solemnly,  (p.  4.)  repeating  it  several  times, 
that  the  same  numerical  essence  neither  doth  nor  can  signify  any 
more  than  one  essence  in  number.  Which  is  only  telti&g  us,  that 
the  same  numerical  essence  is  the  same  numerical  essence;  aye, 
that  it  is :  and  who  doubts  it  ?  or  who  is  the  wiser  for  these 
weighty  discoveries?  How  shall  I  ever  know,  from  thence, 
that  three  real  Persons  may  not  be,  or  are  not,  one  mmerieal 
substance,  one  being,  one  God?  You  will  suppose^  without 
doubt,  that  one  intdlectual  essence  and  one  Person  are  equivalent 
and  reciprocal.  And  I,  on  the  other  hand,  will  suppose  the 
contrary,  and  then  we  are  just  as  we  began.  You  have  not 
proved,  nor  ever  can  prove,  that  three  real  Persons  may  not  be 
property  called  one  numerical  substance.  If  you  have  all  along 
gone  upon  the  supposition  that  they  cannot,  you  have  shewn 
that  you  can  mistake,  that  you  can  beg  the  question,  that  you 
can  wander  from  the  point  in  hand^  can  trifle  much  and  prove 
little,  and  that  is  all. 

The  siun  then  of  what  I  have  pleaded  to  make  good  my 
charge  of  the  first  general  faUacy  is,  that  you  have  set  out 
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wrong,  migtook  the  very  point  in  question,  pursued  your  mistake 

all  along,  and  followed  your  own  wanderings,  instead  of  opposing 

Bishop  Bull :  that  you  have  no  eajctMe  for  understanding  numericcU 

essence  as  you  do,  either  from  Bidiop  Bull's  book,  who  never  so 

understands  it,   or  from  the  Catholic  sense  of  it,  ancient  or 

modem,  which  is  different  from  yours,  or  from  the  propriety 

of  the  phrase  itself;  which  may,  for  any  thing  you  know,  admit 

of  another  sense,  and  which  you  have   no   way  of  confuting 

but  by  legging  the  quetiion ;  which  is  not  conJiUmg^  but  rather 

tacitly  acknowledging  that  it  is  not  capable  of  any  confutation. 

So  much  for  the  first  article :  only  here  I  must  be  so  just  to  you 

as  to  observe,  that  you  do  not  always  wander  from  the  point  in 

question.     You  do  sometimes,  indeed  often,  attempt  to  prove 

that  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  were  of  those  principles  which 

were  afterwards  called  Arian.     So  far  is  pertinent,   and  is 

directly  opposing    Bishop  Bull.      But  then  I   must  observe 

further,   that  lest  you  should   happen,   at  length,  to  fail  in 

your  first  point  of  proving  the  Fathers  to  have  been  Arians,  you 

reserve  the  other  point,  as  what  you  can  prove  and  can  never 

fail  of,  namely,  that  they  were  not  Sabellians :  and  this  is  what 

the  result  of  your  arguments  generally  comes  to,  after  you  have 

carried  them  on  as  far  as  they  can  go.     The  first  point  is  what 

you  seem  most  desirous  of  proving,  were  it  possible  to  do  it :  but 

if  you  cannot  do  that,  you  are  content  however  to  prove  the 

latter,  rather  than  seem  to  have  done  nothing.     I  should  here 

conclude  this  article,  but  that  two  or  three  incidental  things 

should  be  taken  notice  of,  which  must  come  in  here,  or  no 

where.    I  had  observed  'several  guards  which  you  had  put 

in,  in  the  general  state  of  the  question,  as  it  were  with  design  to 

secure  a  handsome  retreat.     You   say,  all  the  Ante-Nicene 

Fathers ;  when  the  most^  or  the  generality  might  be  sufficient.  I 

had  reason  to  observe  this,  because  Bishop   Bull  had,   in  a 

manner,  given  up  Lactantius  :    besides,  that  it  is  not  necessary 

to  assert  that  every  writer  (suppose  Clemens  of  B/ome,  or 

Barnabas)  has  said  enough  in  a  short  epistle,  from  whence 

it  might  certainly  be  inferred  that  their  principles  were  the 

1  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  508.  The  ge-  the  tame  numerical  essence  of  the  Fa- 

neral  question  is  thus  stated.  ther  to  have  been  communicated  to  the 

Whether  aU  the  Ante-Nicene  Fa-  Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  and  that  there- 

thers  professed  the  very  same  doctrine  fore  both  are  one  €k>d  in  number  with 

which  ire  ascribe  to  the  Nicene  Coun-  the  Father.     Whitby,  Proctfn,  p.  a. 
cil;  that  is,  whether  all  acknowledged 
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same  with  those  of  the  Nicene  Fathers.  It  is  sufficient,  if 
as  many  as  speak  plainly  either  way  are  on  our  side;  and 
that  none  of  the  ecMrUer  writers  contradict  it^  but  are  in  the 
main  favourable  to  us,  and  probably j  if  not  demangtrabfy^  ours. 
Another  guard  inserted  was,  vMch  toe  ascribe  to  the  Nicene 
Council,  instead  of,  which  teas  asserted  by  the  Nicene  Cawncil. 
The  reason  I  had  to  take  notice  of  this  is  apparent  from 
what  hath  been  said.  Numerical  essence,  rather  than  same 
essence f  was  another  guard:  and  what  use  you  make  of  it  is 
visible  enough.  That  this  essence,  the  same  numerical  essence, 
(or  Person,  as  you  understand  it,)  was  commnmcated  to  two 
other  Persons,  is  what  you  demand  to  have  proved :  and  you 
have  some  pretence  for  cavil  at  the  word  communicated.  This  I 
observed  before:  and  your  Reply"*  is,  that  what  I  "call  a 
^^  pretence  to  quarrel  at  the  word  communicatedy  is  indeed 
"  arguments  produced  against  it,  as  it  is  stated  by  the  Bishop, 
"  and  which  /  durst  not  meddle  with  nor  pretend  to  answer.**^ 
The  reason  of  my  not  answering  your  cavils  against  the  ex- 
pression was,  because  it  was  foreign  to  my  purpose,  and  because 
we  were  inquiring,  whether  Bishop  Bull  had  truly  and  justly 
represented  the  andentSy  not  whether  his  doctrine  (the  same 
with  the  ancient  doctrine)  is  liable  to  the  charge  of  contradiction. 
If  you  are  able  to  prove  any  thing  of  that  kind  (as  you  are  not) 
against  Bishop  Bull,  it  will  hold  equally  against  the  ancients  and 
him  too ;  and  is  of  distinct  consideration  from  the  point  which 
we  are  now  upon.  However,  if  our  readers  will  pardon  a  small 
digression,  I  shall  here  examine  those  weighty  arguments^  which 
before,  it  seems,  "  I  durst  not  meddle  with.'*' 

You  object,  (Prsef.  p.  21.)  "that  the  communication  of 
**  the  Father's  essence  to  a  Person  is  inconceivable,  because 
"  the  Person  must  be  supposed  to  have  it,  to  be  a  Person.'^ 
This  is  nothing  but  cavilling  at  a  popular  way  of  expres- 
sion. In  strictness  of  speech,  the  Person  of  the  Son  is  the 
very  thing  which  is  derived,  communicated,  generated ;  and 
the  Father,  in  communicating  his  essence,  generates  the  Person 
of  the  Son. 

You  object  further ;  "  that  if  the  same  numerical  essence  of 
^  the  Father  be  communicated^  then  it  is  the  same  numerical 
"  essence  in  both,  only  existing  in  a  different  manner.*"    To 

^  Reply,  p.  5. 
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which  I  answer^  if  you  mean  by  numerical  essencp^  the  same 
numerical  Person,  ifc  is  not  communicated  at  all :  for  the  Person 
of  the  Father  only  communicates^  the  Person  of  the  Son  is 
commtmicated :  and  these  two  Persons,  or  Hypostases,  constitute 
the  same  numerical  essence ;  which  consequently,  as  personalized 
in  the  Son,  is  begotten^  as  personalized  in  the  Father,  unbegoUen, 
that  is,  exists  in  a  different  manner.  The  two  Persons  exist 
after  a  different  manner,  which  two  Persons  constitute  one 
numerical  essence;  and  therefore  I  admit  that  the  same  ntb- 
merical  essence  does  exist  in  a  different  manner  in  the  two 
Persons. 

You  object  also",  that  "the  essence  of  the  Father  is  unbe- 
"  gotten,  the  essence  of  the  Son  begotten,  therefore  both  cannot 
"  be  the  same  essence.""  That  both  cannot  be  the  same  Hypo- 
stasis, or  Person,  is  very  certain,  for  the  reason  which  you  give. 
But  that  two  Hypostases,  one  unbegotten,  the  other  begotten, 
may  not  constitute  one  substance,  or  essence,  you  have  not 
shewn.  All  these  objections  of  yours  turn  only  upon  your  mis- 
taken sense  of  numerical  essence,  and  amount  to  no  more  than  a 
petitio  principii ;  while  you  take  for  granted  the  thing  in  ques- 
tion, that  there  cannot  be  two  real  Persons  in  one  substance,  or 
essence.  I  can  tell  you  of  some,  whose  judgment  you  much  rely 
on,  who  must,  upon  their  principles,  allow,  that  the  same  nume- 
rical substance  is  both  greater  and  less  than  the  same  numerical 
substance ;  is  remote  and  distant  from  the  same  nnmerical  sub- 
stance ;  is  contained  in  and  contains  the  same  numerical  sub- 
stance. (See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  448.)  They  must  likewise 
admit  of  being  and  being,  in  the  same  numerical  being ;  substance 
and  substance,  in  the  same  numerical  substance:  as  also  being 
and  being,  where  they  cannot  say  beings,  in  the  plural ;  substance 
and  substance,  where  they  cannot  say  substances;  essence  and 
essence,  where  they  cannot  say  essences,  (See  my  Defence,  vol.  i. 
P'  37^5  37'^')  These  things,  perhaps,  may  appear  new  and 
strange  to  you ;  but  if  you  please  to  consider  them,  they  may 
be  useful  to  convince  you  of  your  fundamental  mistake  in  con- 
fining the  phrase  of  numerical  substance  to  one  particular  sense 
of  your  own ;  and  may  help  to  satisfy  you  that  there  is  nothing 
absurd  or  contradictory  in  the  supposition,  that  one  and  the 
same  numerical  substance  may  be  both  begotten  and  unbegotten, 

nPraf.  p.  21. 
VOL.  n.  p 
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You  may  also  please  to  consider  that  though  the  Catholics 
(especially  after  they  came  to  express  themselves  accurately) 
would  never,  or  very  seldom,  say,  two  substances,  two  essences^  two 
spires,  two  lights^  two  wisdoms^  or  two  wills,  any  more  than  tti>o 
Gfods  or  ttvo  Lords ;  yet  they  never  scrupled  to  say  substance  of 
substance,  essence  of  essence^  spirit  of  spirit,  light  of  light,  wisdom  of 
wisdom,  will  of  will,  in  like  manner,  as  God  of  God.  All  which 
is  to  intimate  that  the  imion  is  not  numerical,  in  the  Sabellian, 
that  is,  in  your  sense :  and  yet  it  is  numerical  in  another ;  inso- 
much that  you  cannot  here  speak  of  svhstances,  or  essences,  in  the 
plural,  as  you  may  of  things  specifically  united,  and  no  more. 

You  object  further  ^  ^Hhat  the  same  substance  cannot  be 
"  subordinate  to  none  in  the  Father,  and  yet  subordinate  in  the 
"  Son  or  Holy  Ghost.''  Yes,  it  may,  if  three  Persons  can  be 
one  and  the  same  stibstcmce,  because  these  Persons  may  be  subor^ 
dinate  one  to  another.  Here,  again,. you  suppose  that  three 
Persons  cannot  be  one  substance.  And  now,  is  not  this  shrewd 
arguing,  thus  perpetually  to  beg  the  question  ?  You  have  one 
turn  of  wit  more,  and  it  is  against  interior  production,  which  you 
pretend  is  such  a  ^'  solid  argument  as  I  had  the  vrit  to  leave  un- 
"  answered.''  Reply,  p.  6.  This  ^  interior  production,"  you  say  P, 
is  "  either  the  production  of  something  or  nothing."  Wonderful 
solid!  Well,  what  if  it  be  the  production  o( something?  For  un- 
doubtedly we  do  not  mean  it  of  a  production  of  nothing,  that  is, 
of  no  production.  Then  you  say  it  must  be  the  production  of 
something  new,  for  a  production  is  always  of  something  new. 
Solid  again  !  that  an  eternal  production  must  be  a  production  of 
something  new.  But  you  cannot  conceive,  it  may  be,  how  any 
production  should  b^  eternal.  And  what  if  you  cannot  conceive 
how  any  thing  should  be  eternal  9  I  expect  a  proof  of  you  that  it 
cannot  be.  Your  supposing  it  cannot,  will  give  me  no  satisfac- 
tion. I  have  now  run  through  your  little  quirks  and  subtilties 
upon  this  head^  which  yet  are  not  yours,  but  as  old  almost  as  the 
controversy ;  despised  by  men  of  sense  all  along,  despised  even 
by  yourself  thirty  years  ago ;  when,  with  honour  to  yourself,  and 
to  the  satisfaction  and  benefit  of  others,  you  wrote  in  defence  of 
that  ancient  faith,  which  now  you  revile  and  blaspheme. 

But  to  conclude  this  article,  though  I  have,  in  civility  towards 
you,  considered  your  arguments  drawn  from  the  nature  and  rea^ 

o  Disquisit.  Mod.  p.  33.  Prsef.  p  Ibid. 
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son  of  the  thing,  yet  I  must  repeat  my  observation,  that  we  may 
have  nothing  to  do  with  them,  in  our  present  inquiry  relating  to 
the  ancients ;  because  if  they  are  of  any  weight,  they  are  as  much 
against  the  faith  of  the  ancients  themselves,  as  against  Bishop 
Bull,  who  acknowledges  no  other  numerical  unity  than  the  an- 
cients acknowledged.  Having  made  good  my  first  charge,  I  pro- 
ceed to  a  second. 

II.  A  second  general  fallacy^  was  your  arguing  from  the  ex- 
pressions of  Arians  (famous  for  dissembling  and  equivocating)  to 
those  of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers ;  men  of  a  very  different  stamp 
and  character,  and  who  were  not  under  the  like  temptation  of 
saying  one  thing  and  moaning  another.  I  had  observed  that 
you  had  recourse  to  this  salvo^  or  fallacy^  in  order  to  elude  the 
force  of  some  high  expressions  (in  respect  of  the  Son^s  divinity) 
which  you  met  with  in  the  Ante-Nicene  writers.  To  this  you 
reply,  (p.  9.) 

1.  That  it  "  is  not  fairly  suggested,  that  you  do  this  when  you 
^^  find  some  expressions  run  pretty  high  and  strong  for  the  divinUy 
**  0/  Christ :  for,  in  all  the  places  referred  to,  there  is  no  expres- 
**  sion  of  that  nature  but  in  the  last.""  If  you  please  to  look 
back  to  your  Prooemium,  (p.  4, 5)  you  will  there  find  that  you 
have  made  use  of  the  fallacy  which  I  charge  you  with,  as  a 
general  answer  to  invalidate  the  force  of  most,  or  all  Bishop 
BuU'^s  testimonies.  You  observe  that  the  acknowledging  of 
Christ  to  be  *'  God  of  God,""  or  "  God  before  the  worlds,''  was 
common  to  many  who  were  utter  enemies  to  the  Nicene  faith. 
You  go  on  to  prove  this  further  by  the  author  of  the  Opus  Im- 
perfectum,  which  author  you  pronounce  an  Arian.  You  pro- 
ceed to  observe  from  Bishop  Bull  himself,  that  the  Arians 
scrupled  not  any  of  the  Catholic  forms  of  speech,  save  only  the 
term  consubstantial.  They  would  say,  for  instance,  that  the  Son 
wa«  "begotten  out  of  the  Father  himself,*"  and  was  ''  true  God;'' 
and  they  rejected  with  indignation  the  charge  of  making  the 
Son  a  creature.  Now,  what  could  be  your  meaning  in  these 
remarks,  but  to  insinuate  to  your  reader,  that  let  him  meet  with 
ever  so  high  expressions  of  the  Son's  divinity  among  the  Ante- 
Niceno  writers;  yet,  unless  they  have  the  very  word  consubstan- 
tial^ they  might  possibly,  or  probably,  mean  no  more  than  the 
Arians  did  after  by  the  same  or  the  like  expressions  I   This  is 

^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  510. 
p  Z 
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the  fallacy  which  I  complained  of,  and  which  you  often  occa- 
sionally recur  to,  both  in  your  book  and  prefaces,  to  weaken  the 
force  of  Bishop  fiulFs  authorities.  'Some  of  the  places  where 
you  do  this,  I  referred  to  in  my  Defence,  which  the  reader  that 
has  a  mind  to  it  may  turn  to ;  and  I  do  not  yet  see  that  I  have 
suggested  any  thing  but  what  is  both  fair  and  true. 

7,.  A  second  evasion  you  have  in  your  Reply  (p.  5.)  is,  that 
you  said  sometimes  Arians  and  Semiarians,  whereas  I  have  re- 
presented you,  as  if  you  had  said  Arians  only.  I  do  not  see  that 
this  is  at  all  material.  If  either  Arians  or  Semiarians  used 
Catholic  expressions  without  a  Catholic  meaning,  they  come  so 
far  under  the  same  predicament  of  dissembling  and  equivocating : 
and  that  both  were  notoriously  guilty  of  so  doing,  is  clear  from 
all  history  of  those  times.  The  Semiarians  in  particular  were 
often  charged  with  it,  both  by  Catholics  and  Anomseans.  \  ou 
say^  further^  that  you  likewise  join  mostly  with  them  some  of  the 
Ante-Nicene  Fathers.  But  you  will  never  be  able  to  shew  that 
those  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  were  of  different  principles  from  the 
Council  of  Nice :  so  that  your  joining  them  with  the  others  was 
either  foreign  to  the  point,  or  supposing  the  very  thing  m  ques- 
tion. 

3.  You  reply,  thirdly,  (p.  10.)  that  "  sure  it  must  be  a  very 
'^  uncharitable  censure  to  pronounce  of  near  a  thousand  bishops 
"  convened  at  Antioch,  Seleucia,  Sirmium,  Ariminum^  and  else- 
"  where,  that  they  were  a  pack  of  hypocrites  and  equivocating 
"  hnaves^  To  which  I  make  answer,  first,  that  I  know  not 
how  you  will  be  able  to  make  out  near  your  number.  If  you 
add  the  numbers  of  the  several  councils,  you  may  probably 
reckon  many  of  the  same  men  twice  or  thrice  over.  Neither 
were  the  men  that  made  up  those  councils  all  of  them  Arians. 
There  were  but  eighty  of  the  whole  four  hundred  at  Ariminum 
really  Arians.  So  that  probably  three  hundred  and  twenty 
were  imposed  upon  by  the  rest,  and  the  charge  of  equivocating 
lies  upon  the  eighty  only.  And  it  is  evident,  not  only  from 
Athanasius,  but  also  from  Sulpicius  Severus,  and  St.  Jerome, 
and  indeed  from  all  the  historians,  and  all  the  accounts  we  have 
of  that  Council,  that  the  Arians  at  Ariminum  carried  their  point 
by  equivocation  and  toile  y  and  that  the  Catholics,  most  of  them, 
were  imposed  upon  by  double  entendres.     They  went  upon  those 

'  Pnef.  Disquisit.  Mod.  p.  8, 9, 40, 90, 109, 153, 157. 
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charitable  prinoiples  which  you  are  pleased  to  recommend.  JUiey 
could  not  imagine  there  was  so  much  latent  insincerity  and  guile, 
under  so  many  fine  words  and  fair  pretences  from  men  of  their 
own  order. 

2,.  I  answer,  secondly,  that  there  may  be  some  difference 
between  charging  men  with  equivocation  and  calling  them  knaves. 
There  is  a  reverend  Doctor,  whom  I  scruple  not  to  charge  with 
equivocating.  He  says,  in  a  preface",  he  has  many  things  which 
hinder  him  from  receding  from  the  belief  of  Christ's  true  divinity: 
and  it  is  well  known  what  he  once  meant  by  Christ's  true  divi- 
nity ^  when  he  wrote  a  Tract'  with  that  title  in  defence  of  it. 
Who  would  not  charitably  believe,  from  hence,  that  he  still 
retained  the  same  faith  in  the  same  true  divinity  f  But  see  what 
he  means  by  Christ's  trm  divinity ^  (Disq.  Mod.  p.  25.")  where 
he  commends  Justin  Martyr  for  maintaining  Christ's  true  divi- 
nity^ making  this  an  argument  of  it,  that  Justin's  sentiments 
were  clearly  opposite  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Nicene  Council. 
Hence  it  is  manifest  that  the  Doctor  equivocates  in  the  phrase 
true  divinity.  The  fact  I  maintain ;  but  if  from  thence  you  will 
infer  that  he  is  an  equivocating  knave^  remember  that  the  tn- 
ference  is  yours,  and  not  mine. 

4.  You  reply,  fourthly,  as  from  Sozomen,  *'  that  when  the 
^^  Arians  first  appeared,  many  bishops^  a  considerable  number  of 

"  the  clergy,  and  no  small  part  of  the  people favoured  his 

^  party ;  and  that  two  synods  convened  at  Bithynia  and  Pa- 
^^lestine,  wrote  to  their  brethren  to  communicate  with  those 
"  Arians,  as  being  orthodox.^''  And  here  you  ask,  "  Were  all 
*'  those  holy  men  and  able  judges,  those  synods^  bishops,  clerks^ 
"  and  laity,  a  pack  of  hypocritical  dissemblers  and  equivocating 
"  knaves  ?"  No ;  I  charitably  believe  otherwise.  The  synods, 
bishops^  clerks,  and  laity,  who  received  the  Arians  as  orthodox, 
were  not,  probably,  the  equivocating  knaves,  (as  you  choose  to 
express  it,)  but  the  Arians :  who,  by  fair  words  and  artful  con- 
fessions, appeared  to  be  what  they  were  not,  and  so  were  re- 

*  Ut  verum  fatear,  multa  sunt  quae  num  M.  Christiansefideisimplicitatem, 
me  impediunt  quo  minus  a  sententia  in  doctrina  de  Christi  prse-existentia^ 
de  vera  Christi  Deitate  recederem,  id  Veraque  Deitate,  adulterasse  suspicati 
solum  contendo  &c.  Whitby,  Disq.  sunt ;  quo  Patrum  nemo,  (leg.  nemi- 
Mod^.  3.  Praef.  nem,)  meo  quidem  judicio,  vd  plura 

*  Whitby,  de  vera  Christi  Deitate :  vel  cktriora  adversus  Synodi  NtctBtia 
T)ractatu8,  ann.  16^1.  p^oct/adocuisse,  facile  est  demonstrare. 

^  Magnam  adnurationem  mihi  in-     Whitby,  Disq.  Mod.  p.  25. 
jecit  iniqua  eorum  sententia,  qui  Justi- 
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ceived  as  ortJiodox,  You  will  remember  that  the  principal  of 
those  Ao?y  men  and  ahle  jtdges  that  promoted  Arius's  interest  in 
the  Synod  of  Bithynia,  was  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia ;  the  same 
man  that  afterwards  professed  *his  assent  and  consent  to  the 
Nicene  Creed,  as  the  true  Catholic  faith ;  and  excused  his  not 
consenting  to  the  anathematizing  of  Arius  upon  this  foot,  that 
he  thought  Arius  had  been  much  misrepresented,  and  that  he 
knew  from  Arius'*s  own  letters  that  he  was  not  the  man  that 
the  Council  took  him  to  be.  Now  if  Eusebius,  the  principal 
man  of  the  Synod  of  Bithynia,  was  thus  imposed  upon  by 
Arius's  fair  pretences,  no  doubt  but  he  represented  Arius's 
case  to  the  Synod,  as  favourably  as  he  himself  had  conceived  of 
it :  and  then  no  wonder  if  a  man  was  received  as  orthodoxy  who 
was  really  believed  to  be  orthodox.  If  you  think  that  Eusebius, 
all  the  while,  knew  that  Arius  was  not  orthodox^  in  my  sense  of 
the  word ;  admitting  that,  yet  he  might,  for  any  thing  I  know, 
represent  him  as  such  then,  as  well  as  he  did  after :  if  so,  the 
only  equivocating  knave  might  be  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia ;  the 
rest  might  be  imposed  upon  by  his  representations  and  colour- 
ings. Hol^  men  and  able  Judges  can  judge  no  otherwise  of  facts 
but  as  they  are  reported:  and  how  could  it  be  remedied,  if  Arius 
happened  to  get  good  testimonials,  though  himself  an  ill  man ! 
But  enough'  of  this  matter :  as  to  the  Arian  custom  of  equivo- 
cating^ and  thereby  imposing  upon  honest  men,  the  fact  being 
plain,  I  shall  insist  no  longer  upon  it,  only  referring  to  a  few 
authors  y  who  give  a  summary  account  of  it. 

III.  A  third  general  fallacy,  just  hinted  in  my  Defence, 
(p.  5  £  I .)  was,  your  arguing  against  the  faith  of  the  Ante-Nicene 
Fathers,  in  respect  of  Christ'*s  real  divinity,  from  this  topic ; 
that  they  often  distinguish  God  from  Christy  and  call  the  Father 
God  absolutely. 

Here  again  you  complain  of  me  for  unfair  dealing.  But  how, 
or  wherein  am  I  rnifair  towards  you  ?  You  say  (Reply,  p.  1 1.) 
^'  that  your  first  instance  of  this  nature  is  from  the  epistle  of 
"  Clemens  Romanus,  where  he  constantly  separates  (distinguishes 
"  you  mean)  Jesus  Christ  from  that  God,  whom  he  styles  the 
"  true  and  only  God,  but  never  once  calls  him  God.""  If  this 
answer  be  any  thing  pertinent,  I  suppose  your  meaning  is,  that 

^  Sozom.  £.  H.  lib.  ii.  cap.  i6.  Cave'sLifeof  Athanasius.  Cave^Epist. 
p.  378.  Apolog.  p.  96.   Clerc.  Epist.  Crit.  u. 

y  Bull.    Def.    Fid.   Nic.   p.    293.    p.  52. 
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your  argument  did  not  turn  upon  this,  that  Christ  was  distin- 
guished from  God ;  but  upon  these  further  considerations,  that 
ChriM  IS  constantly  so  distinguished  by  Clemens,  and  never  once 
called  God,  You  may,  if  you  please,^!  all  those  considerations 
put  together,  one  argument:  but  they  appeared  to  me  to  be 
distinct  and  several.  You  observe  *of  Clemens,  that  he  perpe- 
tuaUff  distinguishes  ChriM  frmi  Gody  {Christum  a  Deo  perpetuo 
distinguit.)  This  was  one  consideration,  or  presumption  in 
favour  of  your  principles.  A  second  you  add  immediately  after, 
Deum  vero  ne  semel  nunctipat,  Bvit  he  never  calls  Christ  God, 
You  proceed  to  illustrate  your  first  observation  by  such  in- 
stances as  these  following;  that  Clemens  wishes  grace  and 
peace  to  the  Corinthians  from  Almighty  God^  by  Jesus  Christ ; 
that  he  introduces  (chap,  xx.)  the  grecU  Creator  and  Lord  of  the 
Universe  distributing  his  blessings  by  Jesus  Christ ;  that  Christ 
was  sent  of  Gody  chap.  xlii.  and  that  the  Apostles  had  their 
commission  by  Christ  from  Gody  chap,  xliii.  Now  to  what 
purpose  were  these  several  instances  produced,  except  you 
intended  them  as  so  many  arguments  against  Clemens^s  be- 
lieving Christ  to  be  consubstantial  with  him  whom  alone  he 
calls  Gody  and  from  whom  he  distinguishes  Christ  f  But  I  insist 
upon  it,  that  there  is  no  weight  at  all  in  this  argument.  Nothing 
has  been  more  common  with  writers,  who  have  fully  believed 
the  doctrine  of  a  coetemal  Trinity,  than  this  manner  of  speak- 
ing; especially  when  they  have  been  thinking  on  another  subject, 
and  had  no  occasion  to  speak  of  Christ^s  divinity.  And  what  if 
Clemens,  or  Polyoarp,  or  any  other  writer,  in  a  short  epistle,  or 
tract,  has  spoke  of  the  Father  only,  under  the  title  of  Oody  and 
of  the  Son  as  Lord^  or  Savioury  or  High-Priest  f  How  often 
might  the  same  thing  be  observed  in  modem  treatises,  or 
sermons  of  very  orthodox  men  !  I  see  no  consequence  that  can 
be  justly  drawn  against  our  principles  from  these  premises. 
And  if  Clemens  called  the  Father  the  only  Gody  or  only  true 
Oody  though  that  be  a  distinct  argument  from  the  former ;  yet 
neither  does  it  prove  any  thing  more  than  the  other,  as  I  have 
shewik  in  another  place  ^. 

But  you  refer  me  to  some  collections  of  yours  in  another  book^ 
from  Origen ;  who,  it  seems,  in  his  book  against  Celsus,  distimr 
guishes  and  separates  (so  you  say,  p.  12.)  Christ  from  him  who  is 

«  Digq.  Mod.  p.  16.  »  Sermon  iv.  vol.  ii.  *>  Prwf.  de  S.  Script. 

Interpr.  p.  34,  35. 
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God  above  aH;  and  declares,  in  the  name  of  the  generality  of 
Christians,  that  Christ  is  not  the  God  above  aU.  This  is  not 
pertinent  to  the  point  in  hand,  having  no  relation  to  the  fallacy 
I  charged  you  with,  nor  belonging  to  the  book  which  I  was 
animadverting  upon.  But  that  I  may  not  stand  upon  niceties 
with  you,  I  will  give  you  an  answer  to  this  new  pretence.  It  is 
very  certain  that  Origen  never  intended  to  deny  that  Christ  is 
God  above  all;  because  all  Catholics c,  (I  might  say  heretics  too 
for  the  most  part,)  both  before  and  after  Origen's  time,  as  well 
as  Origen  himself,  understood  Rom.  ix.  5.  of  God  the  Son,  there 
styled  M  'navroiv  0€iy,  or  God  above  all.  Yet  there  is  a  cer^ 
tain  sense  in  which  the  ancients  have  denied  Christ  to  be  the 
God  above  all;  namely,  when  so  understood  as  to  make  Christ 
the  very  Person  of  the  Father,  as  the  Sabellians  understood  it<*, 
or  to  set  him  above  the  Faiher^y  or  above  the  Creator^  of  the 
world,  as  some  other  heretics  pretended.  In  this  latter  sense  it 
is,  that  Origen  denies  the  Son  to  be  God  above  all;  as  he  had 
reason  to  do,  because  it  would  have  been  denying  his  subordinon 
tion  and  sonship^  and  inverting  the  order  of  the  Persons,  to  have 
asserted  that  Christ  was  in  any  sense  above  the  Father^  or  so 
Cfod  above  all,  as  to  have  the  Creator^  or  Father,  subordinate 
to  him. 

Notwithstanding  all  this,  Origen  himself,  in  the  very  page 
before  that  which  you  refer  to,  asserts  and  maintains  the  Catho- 
lic doctrine  in  full  and  express  terms,  the  very  same  doctrine 
that  we  contend  for  at  this  day.  For,  having  objected  to  Cel- 
sus^  th^  worship  of  many  Gods^  telling  him  that  if  he  would  be 
consistent  with  his  principles,  he  should  not  talk  of  the  kingdom 
of  Godi  in  the  singular,  but  of  Gods,  in  the  plural;  he  then 
bethinks  himself  that  the  argument  might  be  retorted  upon 
Christians,  as  worshipping  two  Grods,  viz.  the  Fa^Oier  and  Christ. 
Here  was  the  critical  place ;  here,  if  any  where,  we  shall  see  of 
what  principles  Origen  was.  Well,  how  does  Origen  get  rid  of 
the  objection  ?  Not  by  saying  that  the  Father  ovdy  is  God,  in  a 
proper  sense :  not  by  saying  that  the  Father  is  supreme  God, 
and  the  Son  another  Grod  under  him.     No ;  he  was  wiser  than  to 

«  See  the  testimonies  in  Mills;  and        «  Origen  contr.  Cels.  p. 387.  Basil, 

my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  138.  Epist.  Ixxviii.  p.  892. 

<*Vid.Apo8t.Con8tit.liD.vi.cap.26.        'Vid.  Iren.  p.  loi,  106.  edit..  Be- 

Pseud-Ignat.  Ep.  ad  Tars.  cap.  5.  Ad  ned.  Origen  in  Matt.  p.  476.  Huet. 
Philip,  cap.  7.  «  Vid.  Origen.  p.  385, 386. 
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make  himself  ridiculous  to  Jew  and  Gentile,  by  such  a  weak 
answer.  But  he  solves  the  difficulty  by  asserting  the  Umty  of 
Father  and  Son :  and,  after  he  had  guarded  his  assertion  from 
any  Sabellian  construction,  he  triumphantly  closes  up  all  in  these 
words ;  "  We  therefore,  as  I  have  shewn,  worship  one  God,  the 
"  Father  and  Son''.''  Thus  he  at  once  cleared  the  Christian 
doctrine  from  Polytheism^  and  made  good  the  charge  against  the 
Pagans. 

From  what  hath  been  said  it  may  appear,  that  Origen  has 
denied  no  more  than  all  Catholics  deny,  namely,  that  the  Father 
is  subordinate  to  the  Son;  and  has  asserted  as  much  as  any 
Catholic  contends  for.  We  do  not  say  that  Christ  is  that  Per- 
son who  is  ordinarily  and  eminently  styled  God  above  all ;  nor 
that  he  is  in  any  sense  or  respect  above  the  Creator^  or  above 
God  the  Father^  being  subordinate  to  him ;  but  we  assert  that 
he  is  essentially  one  Ood  with  him  who  is  the  Faiher^  and,  as 
such,  is  God  above  all:  and  this  very  doctrine  is  plainly  Origen's, 
as  well  as  ours.  You  have  forced  me  into  this  digression^  by 
making  your  objection  in  a  wrong  place ;  and  therefore  let  that 
be  my  excuse  to  the  reader  for  it.     Now  I  return. 

I  have  run  through  the  three  general  fallacies  which  I  charged 
you  with.  Your  feeble  endeavours  to  take  them  off  prove  inef- 
fectual :  and  they  now  return  upon  you  with  the  greater  force. 

I  am  next  to  consider  the  particular  defects.  But,  before  I 
proceed  further,  it  will  here  be  proper  to  remove  a  complaint  of 
yours,  which  you  repeat  more  than  once :  it  is  a  complaint  of  my 
management  and  conduct  relating  to  your  book. 

You  tell  me  (p.  2.)  that  I  **  have  not  defended  any  of  the 
^^  Bishop's  arguments  which  you  had  produced  and  answered ; 
*'  nor  made  any  reply  to  those  numerous  arguments  which  you 
*^  produced  from*  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  against  mine  and  the 
"  Bishop's  sentiments.*" — In  another  place  you  say  thus,  (p.  57.) 
^'  He  is  obliged,  if  he  would  indeed  defend  the  Bishop,  to  invali* 
*'  date  and  refute  the  answers  that  I  have  given  to  all  his  argu- 
^*  ments,  and  to  do  this  entirely,  and  not  by  culling  out  two  or 
"  three  instances,  and  leaving  all  the  rest  in  their  full  strength ; 
"  that  being  in  all  the  other  cases,  to  leave  the  Bishop  in  the 
"  lurch." 

By  all  this  you  seem  to  think  that  Bishop  Bull's  celebrated 

^""Rva  cZv  Othvy  m  dno^tdwKtifiiv,  t6v iraripa  leai  rhu  vlhv  Btpmttvofuv,  p.  386. 
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performance  is  in  some  danger  of  sinking  in  its  character,  if 
your  Modest  Disquisitions  be  not  particularly  answered^  para- 
graph by  paragraph ;  and  that  I  ought  to  have  paid  so  much 
respect  to  your  Work^  as  either  not  to  have  meddled  at  all  with 
it,  or  to  have  attended  you  all  the  way  through  it.  Now,  as  to 
this  matter,  I  will  here  frankly  declare  to  you  my  real  thoughts, 
in  the  following  particulars. 

1.  In  the  first  place,  I  am  so  far  from  apprehending  any  danger 
to  Bishop  Bull,  and  his  cause,  from  your  book,  that  I  should 
never  have  given  myself  the  trouble  of  remarking  at  all  upon  it, 
had  it  not  been  given  out  to  English  readers  (who  must  take 
such  things  on  trust)  that  Bishop  BulPs  famed  piece  would 
receive  an  answer,  such  as  should  satisfy  all  learned  and  im- 
prejudiced  persons.  I  knew  that  a  Latin  book  could  do  no 
harm,  but  among  those  that  could  read  Latin:  and  such  I 
thought  might,  for  the  most  part,  be  very  safely  trusted,  having 
Bishop  BulFs  book  to  compare  with  yours,  which  alone  is  suffi- 
cient to  answer  for  itself,  with  men  of  any  judgment.  The  dan- 
ger was  not  from  the  book  itself,  but  from  the  reports  made  of  it: 
and  it  concerned  me  to  take  care  that  English  readers  might  not 
be  imposed  upon ;  which  was  one  principal  motive  of  my  doing 
what  I  did. 

2.  I  considered  further,  that  this  controversy  being  of  all  others 
the  most  nice  and  intricate,  and  in  which  it  is  the  easiest  for  a 
writer,  that  has  a  mind  to  it,  to  confound  and  puzzle  such 
readers  as  have  not  been  conversant  in  it ;  I  say,  I  considered 
that  it  might  be  useful  even  to  some  Latin  readers  to  point  out 
the  principal  flaws  and  fallacies  in  your  performance,  which  when 
done,  your  whole  book  is  in  a  manner  answered ;  or  however 
answered  as  far  as  is  needful,  to  prevent  any  honest  man'^s  being 
imposed  upon  by  it. 

3.  You  will  give  me  leave  to  tell  you,  with  all  due  respect, 
(however  frankly,)  that  a  writer  who  begins,  and  proceeds  as 
you  do,  has  no  reason  to  expect  an  answer  paragraph  by  para- 
graph ;  because  there  is  a  shorter  and  much  better  way  of  deal- 
ing with  authors  that  are  not  careful  to  wntQ  pertinently.  Who, 
do  you  imagine,  would  be  at  the  trouble  of  telling  you  a  hundred 
times  over,  that  this  argument  is  good  against  the  Sabellians, 
and  in  such  a  sense  of  nufnerical  essence  as  )s  not  to  the  purpose ; 
but  in  Bishop  BulFs  sense,  and  in  the  true  sense,  the  argument  is 
of  no  weight  at  all  S  One  short  general  /mswer  is  sufficient  in  such 
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a  case ;  and  is  in  reality  as  long  as  the  objection,  which  is  only 
repetition  of  the  same  thing.  Had  you  stated  the  question  fairly, 
kept  close  to  the  point  in  hand,  arguing  pertinmtly  at  least,  if 
not  solidly^  all  along,  directly  opposing  that,  and  that  only,  which 
Bishop  Bull  undertook  to  prove;  then  indeed  it  might  have 
concerned  us  to  attend  upon  you  all  the  way  through,  and  to 
have  defended  the  Bishop  against  your  attacks.  But  when, 
instead  of  this,  you  set  out  upon  a  wrong  foot,  and  wander  wide 
and  far  from  the  mark  you  should  have  aimed  at :  when,  instead 
of  attacking  Bishop  Bull  directly,  you  encounter  for  the  most 
part  a  phantom  of  your  own,  and  fight  with  your  shadow :  in 
such  a  case  as  this,  we  have  no  need  to  be  solicitous  about  the 
Bishop.  Those  formidable  preparations,  which  might  be  other- 
wise apt  to  strike  terror  into  us,  are  happily  diverted  another 
way :  all  we  have  now  left  to  do,  is  to  stand  by  unconcerned, 
look  on,  and  smile.  These  are  my  reasons^  why  I  hold  myself 
excused  from  making  any  more  particular  answer  to  your  nume- 
nms  arguments^  as  you  are  pleased  to  call  them.  You  may  give 
us  leave  to  judge  how  far  our  cause  may  be  endangered  by  what 
you  have  done :  and  if  we  who  are  friends  to  the  Bishop  and  his 
eause^  are  in  no  pain  about  either,  nor  at  all  afraid  of  leaving 
them  in  the  lurch,  you  may  be  very  easy.  Now  I  proceed  to 
make  good  the  particulars  of  the  charge  upon  you :  misquota- 
tions^ misconstructions^  misrepresentations^  reviving  of  old  and  trite 
objections^  concealing  the  answers^  &c.  These,  I  think,  reach  to 
about  twenty  particulars,  which  shall  all  be  considered  in  the 
same  order  as  laid  down  in  my  Defence. 

I.  I  charged  you*  with  a  misquotation^  of  Polycarp''s  Doxo- 
logy,  recorded  in  the  Epistle  of  the  Church  of  Smyrna.  You 
left  out,  as  I  said,  the  two  most  material  words,  avv  avr^^  on 
which  the  Bishop'^s  argument  chiefly  depended.  You  acknow- 
ledge in  your  Reply  (p.  13.)  that  you  left  those  words  out ;  and 
the  reason  you  give  is,  because  "  they  are  neither  in  the  edition 
"  of  Bishop  Usher,  nor  of  Cotelerius,  from  whom  you  cited  the 
"  passage.*^  This  answer,  give  me  leave  to  say,  is  more  unkind 
to  yourself  than  the  charge  I  made.  I  had  compared  the  dif- 
ferent readings  of  the  Doxology  in  the  two  editions,  Eusebius'^s 
and  Bishop  Usher  s.  I  considered,  that  if  you  should  pretend 
to  follow  Bishop  Usher  and  Cotelerius,  you  had  falsified  in  two 

*  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  511.  ^  Disquisit.  Mod.  p.  22. 
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places,  changing  fxeff*  oS  into  bC  oi,  and  koI  ^ret/fxart  into  iv  itvei- 
fjMn,  which  are  very  material  alterations.  But  if  you  should 
pretend  to  copy  from  Eusebius,  there  you  had  left  out  (tvv 
aifTi^.  The  latter  being  a  sin  of  amission  only,  and  more  excus- 
able than  putting  words  into  the  text,  I  chose  to  fix  the  charge 
there  where  it  might  fall  the  hghtest,  and  seem  rather  a  slip 
than  any  ill  design.  I  had  another  reason,  why  I  was  wiUing 
to  charge  it  as  an  omission  out  of  the  text  of  Eusebius ;  and  that 
was  because  Bishop  Bull  had  followed  Eusebius'^s  copy.  Now  if 
you  had  a  mind  to  take  another  reading  from  Usher  and  Gote- 
lerius,  you  should  have  given  notice  that  Bishop  Bull  had  made 
use  of  a  faulty  copy,  before  you  had  triumphed  over  him ;  and 
should  have  observed  that  Usher^s  and  Cotelerius^s  reading  was 
the  true  one.  But  not  a  word  do  you  say  of  this ;  and  the  rea- 
son of  your  deep  silence,  in  this  respect,  is  very  evident.  Bishop 
Builds  argument  was  strong  and  good,  according  to  Eusebius^s 
reading:  and  according  to  Usher's  and  Cotelerius's,  it  would 
have  been  still  stronger  and  fuller.  Since  therefore  neither  of 
the  readings  would  serve  your  purpose,  you  lay  aside  both,  and 
invent  a  new  one  of  your  own^ :  and  then  you  might  securely 
insult  over  the  learned  Prelate,  having  a  text  and  comment  both 
of  your  own  contriving. 

But,  you  say,  the  words,  ^^  as  they  lie  in  Eusebius  thus,  bC 
'^  airov  <rvv  airt^y  (you  mean  bC  oi  (rvv  air©,)  want  good  sense, 
"  it  being  improper  to  say  by  the  Son  be  glory  to  the  Father 
"  toith  the  Son.'^  Be  it  proper  or  improper^  you  ought  to  cite 
passages  of  authors  as  you  find  them :  besides  that  very  wise 
men,  ancient  and  modem,  have  judged  the  expression  very  pro- 
per: and  it  will  be  thought  that  the  compilers  of  our  Commnir 
nion  Office^  who  scrupled  not  to  say  by  whom^  cmd  with  whom, 
&c.  understood  what  good  sense  is,  as  well  as  the  Modest 
Inquirer. 

II.  A  second  misquotation^  I  charged"  upon  you  was  of  a 
passage  in  Athenagoras**.  You  was  pleased  to  change  irphs 
avTov  into  irpos  cevroi/,  for  no  reason  that  I  could  see,  but  to 


1  The  readings  of  the  passage.  Coteler. 

At    o5  (Toi  trvp  avT^,  iv  irvtvfjum  ™  Whitby,  Disq.  Mod.  p.  62. 

ayi^.  Euseb.  E.  H.  lib.  iv.  cap.  15.  ^  Defence,  vol.  1.  p.  511. 

Ai'  o5  crot,  eV  Trveufiari  ayUj^,   Whit-  °  Tlp6s   avrov   yhp,   Koi   di    avrov 

by,  Disq.  Mod,  p.  22.  natrra  ry/i/fro.  Athen.  p.  38.  Ox. 

M.eff  o^  crot  Kal  TtvevfuiTi  ayi<^.  Usher, 
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make  a  weak  insinuation  against  the  divinity  of  God  the  Son. 
In  your  Reply  (p.  13.)  you  say;  "Now  this,  I  confess,  is 
"  casually  done,  but  (you  mean  and)  without  design.^  But 
these  casual  slips  have  an  ill  appearance,  especially  in  so  noted 
a  place  as  this  of  Athenagoras.  You  could  not  forget  that  this 
very  itpos  avrov,  in  Athenagoras,  is  what  we  set  a  particular  note 
and  value  upon,  as  shewing  that  the  ancients  did  not  always  say 
hC  aiiTov  only,  in  respect  of  the  Son'*s  part  or  office  in  the  work 
of  creation,  but  sometimes  itpos  airrov^  a  phrase  which  may  ex- 
press the  efficient  cause,  and  is  not  liable  to  the  same  exceptions 
as  the  phrase  5t*  airrov.  Now,  to  falsify  a  testimony  of  this 
kind,  though  casvudlyy  betrays  however  great  negligence  or  osci-' 
tanoy.  You  observe  that  ah  eo  tanquam  exemplari,  serves  as 
well  your  turn,  as  ad  eum  tanquam  exemplar.  That  is,  if  we  will 
allow  you  your  construction.  But  you  cannot  make  the  former 
so  easily,  or  so  probably,  out  of  ttpos  avrou,  as  the  latter,  out  of 
TT/w  abrov :  besides  that  by  changing  irpos  avrov  into  irpos  airrov ^ 
you  took  from  us  one  sense  of  the  words  which  we  might  think 
it  proper  to  insist  upon,  namely,  that  of  an  efficient  cause.  Upo^ 
cdiTovj  if  it  may  be  construed  your  way,  may  also  be  construed 
another  way,  and  perhaps  more  naturally:  and  therefore  we 
take  it  not  well  to  be  deprived  of  any  advantage  which  the  text 
gives  us.  I  must  however  observe,  that  whatever  your  design 
was  from  these  words,  they  will  not  answer  your  purpose,  even 
though  we  should  admit  your  construction.  For  no  consequence 
can  be  drawn  against  our  principles,  from  the  consideration  of 
the  Son's  being  the  exemplar^  after  which  all  things  were  made ; 
unless  you  can  imagine  that  he  was  an  exemplar  to  himself. 

III.  The  third  thing  I  charged  you  withP,  was  a  misconstrue- 
tum^  of  a  celebrated  passage  in  Methodius'*.  The  passage  I 
had  produced  in  my  Defence,  to  prove  the  eternal  generation  of 
the  Son,  as  Bishop  Bull  also  had  done*.  You  expressed  your- 
self somewhat  obscurely  in  answer  to  the  Bishop.  Only  this 
was  plain  from  your  words,  {/rustra  prcesule  renitente^)  that  you 
intended  something  opposite  to  the  Bishop,  and  insinuated  to 
your  reader  that  this  quotation  of  Methodius  proved  the  very 
contrary  to  what  the  Bishop  aUeged  it  for.     Now  the  Bishop 


P  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  51 1.  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  357. 

<i  Disquisit.  Mod.  p.  75,  76.  »  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  Nic.  p.  164,  200, 

^  Method,  apud  Phot.  p.  960.    See 
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had  cited  it  in  proof  of  the  consuhstantiality  and  coetemity  of  the 
Son :  to  which  purposes  it  is  indeed  as  full  and  clear  as  any  can 
be  desired.  You  are  pleased  however  in  your  Reply  (p.  15.)  to 
object  as  follows. 

1.  That  "  to  say  that  the  Son  of  God  was  preexistent  before 
"  the  ages  in  the  heavens,  is  to  say  no  more  than  all  the  Arians 
"  and  Semiarians  have  asserted,  &c.''  But  the  force  of  the 
Bishop'^s  argument  and  mine  did  not  lie  in  the  words  ttpo  al<iv<av 
(though  they  are  not  without  their  weighty  however  the  Arians 
or  Semiarians  might  equivocate^)  but  in  those  other  words  of 
Methodius,  that  the  Son  was^  did  not  become^  a  Son ;  that  he 
had  no  new  filiation ;  that  he  is  always  the  same;  and  in  Metho- 
dius'^s  guarding  against  the  supposition  of  a  temporal  genera- 
tion,  by  his  explaining  it  of  a  temporal  manifestation  only.  Why 
do  you  overlook  and  conceal  the  main  points  wherein  our  argu- 
ment consisted,  and  make  reply  only  to  that  which  neither 
Bishop  Bull  nor  1  laid  any  stress  upon  i  But  it  was  prudent,  it 
may  be,  to  pass  over  what  could  not  be  answered. 

2.  You  object  to  us  some  other  passages  of  Methodius  to 
confront  ours  with.  He  calls  the  Father  dvap^os  ^\vi  <^  prin- 
cipium^  that  had  no  beginning.  So  you  translate :  might  you  not 
as  well  have  rendered  it,  a  beginning  that  had  no  begirming  f  But 
that  would  not  have  served  your  purpose ;  the  true  rendering  is, 
aprincipium  or  head^  that  has  no  principium  or  head.  But  you 
had  a  mind  to  the  words  no  beginning^  to  insinuate  as  if  Metho- 
dius had  said  this  of  God  the  Father  in  contradistinction  to  God 
the  Son,  who  had  a  beginning ;  though  Methodius  says  no  such 
thing.  He  says  indeed  that  the  Son  is  d/>x^,  h,  principle  or  head^ 
after  the  Father :  that  is,  the  Son  is  the  fountain  of  all  things 
afier  the  Father ;  not  in  time^  but  in  order ;  the  Father  being 
always  primarily  considered  as  Head  and  Father  of  the  Son. 
The  sum  then  of  what  Methodius  has  there  said,  is  that  the  Son 
lias  a  Father^  and  that  the  Father  has  none.  What  Catholic 
would  ever  scruple  to  assert  the  same  thing?  No  one  ever 
doubted  but  that  the  Father  alone  was  &vapxos,  the  Son  not 
ivapxos  in  this  sense  ". 

3.  You  object,  thirdly,  the  following  tcords,  (for  I  see  not  the 


t  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  355,    p.  563.    Damascen.  de  Fid.  lib.  i. 
&c.  cap.  II.  p. 42. 

«  Vid.  Gregor.  Naz.  Orat.  xxxv. 
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sensSy)  "  Methodius  adds  that  these  words  might  be  congruously 
"  applied  to  him,  (the  Son,)  In  the  beginning  God  created  the 
"  heaven  and  the  earth ;  and  those  of  Solomon,  The  Lord  created 
"  me  the  beginning  of  his  wayi^  Now  what  can  an  English 
reader  make  of  these  two  passages,  as  you  have  represented 
them  and  tacked  them  together!  From  the  last  of  them, 
I  suppose,  he  is  to  understand  that  the  Son  was  created^ 
according  to  Methodius.  But  then  what  will  he  make  of 
the  text  out  of  Genesis !  Is  he  to  understand  that  the  Son  was 
created  with  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  in  the  beginning  f  So  one 
might  think,  and  you  are  very  indifferent,  I  perceive,  what  your 
English  reader  may  apprehend,  provided  you  may  but  seem 
to  have  something  to  say,  and  something  that  may  reflect 
dishonour  on  the  Son  of  God.  As  to  the  passage  in  Genesis, 
Methodius  interprets  ^i^  ^xfiy  (which  we  render  in  the  beginning,) 
in  the  Principle;  understanding  by  Principle  God  the  Son, 
in  whom  all  things  were  created,  according  to  St.  Paul,  Coloss.  i. 
17.  Now  since,  according  to  Methodius,  all  things  whatever 
were  created  in  the  ipxfiy  i.  e.  in  God  the  Son,  it  is  plain  that  he 
exempts  him  from  the  number  of  creatures.  As  to  the  other 
text,  out  of  Solomon's  Proverbs,  you  have,  without  any  ground 
or  warrant  from  Methodius,  rendered  iKTLa-t  created,  instead  of 
appointed  or  constituted.  The  meaning  probably  is,  according  to 
Methodius,  that  the  Father  appointed,  or  constituted,  God  the 
Son  as  the  ipx^^  ^^^  principium,  foundation,  or  head  over  all 
creaiwres.  This  kind  of  c>on8truction  of  that  place  of  the  Pro- 
verbs, appears  to  have  been  known  and  received  in  the  Church 
some  time  before  Methodius;  as  is  plain  from  Dionysius  of 
Rome*,  his  comment  upon  the  text :  which  was  afterwards  coun- 
tenanced by  Eusebiusy,  and  other  Catholic  writers  2.  Athena- 
goras,  much  earlier  than  any  of  them,  must  have  understood  the 
text  nearly  in  the  same  sense.  For  after  he  had  declared 
expressly  against  the  Son's  being  made  or  created,  asserting  his 

*  *EicTMr€    yhp   ivravOa    aKovoTtov        *  Non  enim  ita  sapientiam  suam 

ayrl  rov  ctt/otijo-c  tois  im  avrov  yryo-  condidit,  ^uasi  aliquando  sine   sapi- 

v6<rip  €pyois,  y€yov6<ri  fie  di  avrov  rov  entia  fuent Hoc   initium  habieat 

viov.    Dionys.  Rom.  apud  Athanag.  sapieniia  Dei  quod  de  Deo  jtrocessit 

p.  232.  ad  creanda  omnia  tam  caelestia  quam 

y   Apx^iv  ^<  tS>v  oko}v  vir6  Kvpiov  rov  terrena ;  non  quo  cceperit  esse  in  Ueo. 

avrov  irarp6s  Kararerayfifvos'  rov  ?icti-  Creata  est  ergo  sapientia,  imo  genita, 

crcv  €vravff  avrl  rov  Korira^,  ^  Ka-  non  sibi  quae  semper  erat,  sed  his  qu« 

r€<rnitr€v    tlprffuvov.      Euseb.    Eccl.  ab  ea  fien  oportebat.     Pseud-Ambros. 

TheoL  Mb.  iii.  p.  151.  de  Fid.  Orth.  cap.  ii.  p.  349- 
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procession  from  the  Father  to  be  a  kind  of  substratum  or  support 
for  the  world  of  creatures  to  subsist  in,  receiving  from  thence 
their  proper  forms,  order,  and  perfection ;  he  immediately  cites 
this  text  out  of  the  Proverbs,  as  confirming  his  sentiments*. 
To  return  to  Methodius :  he  barely  cites  the  text  to  prove  that 
Christ  was  prior  to  the  creation^  and  that  all  creatures  had  their 
subsistence  in  him.  He  is  not  so  pai^icular  in  explaining 
the  sense  of  l/crio-e,  as  Dionysius  of  Bome,  or  Eusebius :  but  it  is 
more  than  probable  that  he  understood  it  much  in  the  same 
sense.  Certain  it  is,  that  your  construction  of  him  is  entirely 
unwarranted  ;  and  not  only  so,  but  contradictory  to  the  author^s 
known  principles  elsewhere.  Upon  the  whole,  you  have  not 
been  able  to  answer  Bishop  BulFs  citations  out  of  Methodius, 
nor  to  make  good  your  own  pretences  against  Methodius^s 
orthodoxy.  Instead  of  taking  off  one  misconstruction  which 
I  had  charged  you  with,  you  have  only  added  to  it :  and  have 
been  so  far  from  acquitting  yourself  of  your  first  offence,  that 
you  have  more  than  doubled  it. 

IV.  A  fourth  thing  which  I  charged^  upon  you,  was  a  mis- 
representation and  misconstruction*^  of  a  passage  in  Dr.  Cave^. 
I  blamed  you  for  insinuating  as  if  Dr.  Cave  had  said  or  meant, 
that  many  or  most  of  the  AnteNicene  Fathers  were  against  the 
divinity  and  eternity  of  Christ.  That  you  really  intended  to 
insinuate  as  much  is  confessed  in  your  Reply,  where  you  t-ell  me 
(p.  26.)  that  "  the  natural  import  of  the  words^  (Dr.  Cave's 
"  words)  contains  a  full  confutation  of  the  whole  design  of  my 
"  book,  which  is  to  prove  that  all  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers 
**  maintained  the  consubstantiality  of  the  Son  with  the  Father, 
"  and  the  eternal  generation  of  the  Son."*' 

I  have  not  mistaken  then  as  to  the  matter  of  fact,  that 
you  really  did  insinuate  what  I  had  charged  you  with.  That  you 
was  to  blame  for  so  doing,  will  easily  be  made  appear  as  plainly 
as  the  other.  Two  things  I  before  observed ;  ist.  That  Dr. 
Cave's  words  ought  not,  without  a  manifest  necessity^  to  have 
been  interpreted  to  a  sense  directly  opposite  to  his  well  known 
and  often  declared  sentiments :  2d,  That  there  was  no  such 
manifest  necessity  in  the  case  before  us;  but  rather  some  pro- 


»  Vid.  Athenag.  cap.  x.  p.  38,  39,        c  Whitby,  Disquis.  Mod.  p.  97. 
40.  **  Cave,  Histor.  Liter.vol.  i.p.  iia. 

*  Defence  of  Queries,  voL  i.  p.  512. 
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baUe  gnHincby  even  from  the  pascnge  itself,  for  interpreting  Dr. 
Cave'a  words  otherwise  than  you  have  done.  Now  ae  to  Dr, 
Oaye's  real  sentiments,  relating  to  the  faith  of  the  Ante-Nicene 
writers,  I  appeal  to  the  passages  appearing  in  the  margin*. 
You  may  there  see  that  Dr.  Gave  looked  upon  the  eternity  of  the 
Son  as  part  of  the  Christian  faith  from  the  very  infancy  of 
the  Oiurch/  that  it  had  been  constantly  taught  by  the  Catholic 
Fathers ;  and  that  none  but  mere  strangers  to  antiquity  could 
make  any  question  of  it :  that  the  most  effectual  way  to  confute 
Arians,  &c.  is,  after  Scripture,  to  appeal  to  the  eoTutani  universal 
consent  of  the  ancients;  with  more  to  the  same  purpose.  Is 
this  the  man  whom  you  quote  on  your  side  I  I  may  add  that 
his  Jpologetical  Episde  runs  much  upon  this  topic,  to  vindicate 
the  primitive  Fathers  against  such  aspersions  as  you,  among 
others,  are  too  apt  to  throw  upon  them:  and  there  needs 
nothing  more  to  shew  that  he  was  perfectly  in  my  sentiments  as 
to  that  particular,  and  directly  opposite  to  yours.  You  may 
say,  perhaps,  that  Dr.  Cave  was  inconsistent  with  himself;  and 
at  different  times,  upon  different  occasions,  asserted  repugnant 
propositions.     But,  with  submission,  I  think  it  a  piece  of  justice 

Ccm.  Ep,  Apolog,  p.  33.  Vid.  etiam 


«  ^/erfu/a^6mFiHi,eja8que(rvvdpo- 
1'^""'  T$  ^PXQ  ^  €^Mu  (quemadmodiim 
non  insdte  loquitur  Cjrrillus  Alexan- 
drinus)  concwrrentem  cum  patemo 
frmeipio  eanitentimH,  constanter  do- 
cuisse  Catholicoe  Patres,  antiquitatk 
ecclesiasticfle  ru£8  plane  sit  oportet 
qm  nescire  potest ;  nee  pluribus  jam 
probare  opus  est  quod  cumulate  prse- 
fititerunt  alii.  Hanc  ecdesias  fidem  ab 
ipsis  ChristianUmi  primordm  tra- 
<Htam,  etperpetmo  eonservatoMf  omni 
quo  potuerunt  nisu  totisque  viribus 
oppngnarunt  Ariani.  cor.  Diss,  3. 
amcme.  Hist.  Lit,  p.  79. 

liquet,  non  esse  emcaciorem  hts- 
reses  refutandi  rationem,  quam  si  post 
aUegatam  SS.  ScnptuEse  auctoritatem, 
constantsm  et  universalem  veterum 
consensum  ad  patres  nostras  advoce- 
mus.  Expertus  est  id  Theodosius 
Imperator  an.  383.  quando  Catholicoe 
Episcopos  cum  Arianis,  Macedonianis, 
Eunomianisy  coacta  synodo,  confligere 
vellet;  suadebat  potius  Nectario  et 
Agellio,  qui  ipsum  consuluerant,  Si- 
sinnius,  ut  interrogarent  hMr^icos 
istoe  num  admitterent  illoe  doctores 
atque  interpretee  Scripturarum,  qui 
ante  ecdesise   dissidimn  floruissent. 

VOL.  II. 


J.  17. 

Monebo  tantum,  in  Patrum  Scriptis 
Doffmata  Philosophica  Sijidei  articulis 
probe  esse  distinguenda.  In  his,  S. 
literis  et  Catholicse  traditioni  strictius 
se  aUigant,  et  in  Rsi  Summ a  om nbs 
CONVBNIUNT :  in  ilfis  m^ori  utuntur 
hbertate,  et  opiniones  ssepms  adhibent 
quse  in  philosophorum  scholis  venti- 
lari  Boleoant;  quin  et  in  explicandis 
fidei  xnysteriis  quandoque  voces  e 
Bchola  Platonica  petitas  admovent,  sed 
ad  Christianum  sensum  accommo- 
datas.  Ibid,  p.  48. 

Profiteatur  (J.  Clericus)  se  cum  Ec- 
clesia  Catholica  agnoscere,  Deum  esse 
essentia  \mum,  Personis  tnnum, 
nempe  Unitatem  in  Trinitate,  et  Tri- 
nitatem  in  Unitate  se  colere  ac  vene- 
rari;  credere  se,Jemm  CAm/um  verum 
esse  et  tetemum  Dei  Filium,  Patrivero 
Sfioovaiov,  et  awatiiov ^tunc  de- 
mum  intdligemus  fidem  ejus  in  prin^ 
cipibus  his  ooctrinse  Christianse  capiti- 
bus,  rectam  esse,  orthodozam,  et  tam 
sacrse  Scripturse,  quam  prinune  aH-- 
tiqmitati  congruam.  Cae.  Ep,  Apolog, 
p.  107. 
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due  to  every  author,  especially  one  that  has  bore  a  character  in 
the  learned  worlds  to  suppose  otherwise  of  him,  till  it  can 
be  evidently  made  appear,  that  he  has  contradicted  in  one  place 
what  he  had  laid  down  in  another.  If  there  be  any  room  left 
for  a  favourable  and  candid  interpretation,  it  ought  to  be 
admitted.  I  before  observed  to  you,  that  there  was  no  manifest 
necessity  of  interpreting  that  passage  of  Dr.  Cave,  as  you  do. 
He  recounted  about  seven  errors  of  Lactantius,  referring  to 
others  unnamed:  and  in  those^  he  says,  many  of  the  anci&nts^ 
concurred  with  him.  By  in  those^  he  might  possibly  mean 
in  some  or  other  ofthem^  not  in  every  single  particular.  To  make 
it  the  more  probable  that  he  really  meant  no  more,  I  observed 
that  de  divinitate  stood  as  a  distinct  article^  and  might  be 
construed  o/the  Deity,  Lactantius  held  very  absurd  notions  of 
the  Deity f  as  great  errors  as  any  could  be.  Could  Dr.  Cave  take 
notice  of  many  smaller  slips,  and  never  allude  to  those  which 
were  the  greatest  of  all  I  And  yet  you  cannot  pretend  to  say 
that  many^  or  indeed  cmy  of  the  primitive  Fathers  concurred 
with  Lactantius  in  those  errors  concerning  the  Deity,  From 
whence  I  justly  concluded  that  the  words  in  qu^nis^  were  not  to 
be  strictly  understood  of  all  and  singular  the  errors  noted. 

To  this  you  reply,  that  Lactantius  says  of  God,  that  he  is  the 
Father  of  all  things,  "whose  beginning  cannot  be  compre- 
"  hended;'^  as  if  this  were  all  that  Lactantius  had  said.  Does 
he  not  plainly  assert  that  God  had  a  beginning,  and  that  he  made 
himself^  %  You  observe  further,  that  this  is  fully  explained  by 
himself  lib.  ii.  cap.  8.  where  he  says,  "  God  only  who  is  not 
"  made,  is  from  himself,  as  we  shewed  in  the  first  book.^  And 
what  if  he  speaks  right  here !  Does  it  follow  that  he  has  not 
said  what  he  really  has  said  in  another  place  \  Besides,  if  you 
please  to  admit  the  same  candour  of  interpreting  one  place  by 
another,  I  can  shew  you  also  where  he  has  spoke  very  orthodoxly 
of  God  the  Son? ;  and  can  as  easily  acquit  him  of  the  charge  of 
heresy  with  respect  to  God  the  Son,  as  you  can  acquit  him  of 
the  like  charge  in  respect  of  God  the  Father.  In  a  word,  his 
errors  and  contradictions  in  both  points  are  visible  enough  :  and 
give  me  leave  to  think  that  Dr.  Cave  might  see  them  ;  and  might 

'  Verum  quia  fieri  non  potest  quin    sit  procreatus. Deus  ipse  se  fecit. 

id  quod  sit,  aliquando  esse  coeperitj  Lactant,  lib.  i.  cap.  7.  p.  33. 

consequens  est  ut,  quando  nihil  ante  e  Vid.  Lactant.  lib.  iv.  cap.  9. 
0mn  merit,  ipse  ante  omnia  ex  seipso 
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allude  to  one  in  the  article  €le  diviniUxte,  and  to  the  other  in  the 
words,  (ie  cetema  FiUi  exigtentia.  For,  surely,  otherwise  he 
would  not  have  put  €le  and  €le^  but  would  rather  have  expressed 
it  as  one  article,  thus ;  tie  diviniUxte  atque  fPtema  existentia  FiUi  ; 
and  then  have  proceeded  with  another  de^  to  a  new  article. 
Upon  the  whole,  you  can  never  make  good  your  point  from  this 
passage  of  Dr.  Cave,  which  is  not  only  capable  of  a  different 
construction  from  yours,  but  most  naturally  and  most  probably 
requires  it. 

You  would  insinuate  (Beply,  p.  30.)  from  another  passage  of 
Dr.  Cave,  where  he  is  speaking  of  Origen,  that  Origen's  mpposed 
errors  relating  to  the  Trinity  were  not,  in  Dr.  Cave's  judgment, 
contrary  to  any  "  article  of  the  Church,  or  Apostolical  tra- 
^  ditions  :^  which  again  is  doing  that  good  man  a  second  injury, 
instead  of  making  satisfaction  for  the  first.  Dr.  Cave  does  not 
say  that  his  supposed  errors  relating  to  the  Trinity  were  not 
contrary  to  "  any  article  of  the  Church  ;^  but  only  that  many 
of  Origen's  censured  opinions  were  not :  and  what  sort  of  opin- 
ions Dr.  Cave  meant,  he  himself  tells  us  in  the  very  place  refer- 
red to^  ;  namely,  '^intricate  questions  that  had  been  canvassed 
'^  only  in  the  schools  of  the  philosophers,  and  some  notions  of 
*'  his  own  invention  that  were  mimis  commodce^  not  so  just  or 
**  accurate  as  they  should  be.''  Now  what  is  this  to  our  present 
purpose !  See  the  passages  of  Dr.  Cave  before  cited,  sufficiently 
shewing  that  he  thought  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  to  be  a  fun- 
damental "  article  of  the  Church,"  and  an  **  apostolical  tra- 
"  dition."  But  I  am  weary  of  attending  you  through  so  many 
trifling  pretences.  To  conclude  this  head :  the  most  that  can 
be  made  out  of  Dr.  Cave's  expressions,  here  or  elsewhere,  is  no 
more  than  this,  that  some  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  in  some 
places  of  their  works,  expressed  themselves  sometimes  improperly y 
inecmtiouslyy  or,  it  may  be,  now  and  then  dangerously^  in  respect 
of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity^  before  the  meaning  of  terms  was 
adjusted  and  settled;  and  those  articles  reduced  to  a  more 
certain  and  more  accurate  form  of  expression.  In  the  swm  of  the 
matter^  in  the  main  doctrine,  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  were 
agreed.  This  was  Dr.  Cave's  real  judgment ;  as  may  be  seen 
by  his  own  words  before  cited:  and,  I  suppose,  he  may  be 
allowed  to  be  his  own  best  interpreter.  He  was  not  only  in  those 

^  Histor.  Liter,  vol.  i.  p.  77. 
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sentiments,  but  zealam  for  them,  beipg  a  true  lover  and 
adpiir^  of  the  primitive  Fathen?.  How  wquld  the  good  man 
liiave  been  jBUed  witli  indignation  to  have  ibupd  his  pame  and 
his  authority  made  use  of,  to  such  purposes  as  you  have  done  ! 
But  enough. 

V.  I  charged^  you  further  as  reporfcii^g  fieilsely,  that  the  titles 
of  Tov  iravTos  wow/r^y,  and  rw  2Xa>v  brifiMvpyosy  (th^t  is,  Creator 
or  Framer  of  the  uniyerse,)  were  ^uch  i^  the  writers  of  the 
second  century  always  distinguished  the  Father  from  the  Sm  by. 
I  was  indeed  so  tender  in  tins  poii^t,  as  not  absolutely  to  charge 
iJiis  fahfihood  upon  you :  but  I  observed  that  either  this  must 
have  been  your  meaning,  or  else  you  had  made  a  very  trifling 
observation.  Tho^  words  of  your^  on  which  I  grpunded  my 
remark,  I  have  now  thrown  into  the  mi^rgin^^  for  every  Latin 
reader  to  judge  of.  You  defend  yourself  (Reply,  p.  i6.)  with 
these  words :  "  The  y^prds  of  Athenagoras  there  cited  are  these ; 
^^  One  tmbegottm  and  etemai  Maker  of  all  Hm^B.  By  which  epi- 
"  i^ets^  ^c.  Now  of  these  epithets  thus  joined,  my  words  are 
^^  cprtainly  true ;  nor  ha^d  the  Doctor  any  right  to  separate  what 
^<  I  had  thus  joined.'^  One  can  hardly  forbear  smiling  at  this 
invented  answer.  If  what  you  now  pretend  was  readily  your 
meaning,  how  came  you  to  say  epithets,  in  the  plural^  rather 
than  epithet,  in  the  singular!  Why  did  you  distinguish  the 
several  epithets  with  conunas !  Again,  why  did  you  take  such 
particular  no^ce  o(  per  quemy  by  whm^  which  yp^  say  was 
attributed  to  the  Son,  to  distinguish  him  from  him  that  was 
ovmhium  optfex^  Maiker  of  all  thmgs  f  Does  not  your  sense  here, 
and  your  sense  in  what  went  before,  (as  I  have  represented  it,) 
answer  to  each  other,  Uke  two  tallies,  exa,ctly  ?  I  defy  any  man 
that  r^itds  your  words  in  ii^e  Latin,  to  und^rsjbai^d  y^ou  other- 
wise. But  if  you  vfiH  needs  h(^v.e  it  that  you  intended  only  to  say 
that  the  epithet  of  "  one  unbegotten  and  etemai  Maker  of  all 
"  things,^  w^speeiMar  to  the  Fathpr,  in  the  second  pentury^  you 
shall  have  the  honour  of  making  i^  shrewd  observation,  when 
you  teU  me  in  what  century  downwards  to  thi^  day,  that  qniket 

^  Deface  of  Queri^,  vol.  i.  p.  513.  Quibus  epithetis  istiuB  ssecuU  Scnp- 

^  Ex  qmbus  omnibus,  ex  Athe-  tores  Deum  Patrem  a  Filio  semper 

nagorse  sententii^  Deum  illmn  unum  distingoebant,  Deumque  FUkun  ab 

2uem    Christiani   prsedicabant,  non  hoc  omnium  omfi<?e  ex  eo  distingui 

lium  fuisse  quam  Deum  ingenitum,  docuerunt,  quod  sit  ille  per  quern,  aut 

Ktermun,  TOV  irain^9nouirrip,T»vok»v  cuius  ministerio  Pater  fecit  omnia. 

lirjfuovfyyhy,  omnium  opificem,  liquet.  Whitby,  Disq,  Modest,  p.  60. 
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has  not  been  peeuKar  to  the  Father  as  nrach  as  then.  I  before 
left  you  the  aUemaiim^  either  of  being  found  triAi/ng  in  a  peculiar 
manner,  or  making  b,  false  report ;  and  so  I  do  stiU.  One  might 
think,  by  what  follows  in  your  Eeply  to  this  article,  that  you 
had  a  mind  to  own  the  report y  and  to  vindicate  it  from  the  charge 
of  falsehood. 

You  say,  Justin  Martyr  made  a  ^*  difference  between  the  word 
**  TtonfTifi  and  }h)yMvpy6s  C  aiid  a  little  after,  that  he  always 
"  speaketh  of  the  Son  as  being  another,  not  from  the  ^fuovpyb?, 
"  the  Builder,  Framer,  or  Artificer,  but  Inri  rod  iroiriTod  rod  isav- 
**  riy,  or  tQv  oKmv^  from  the  Maker  of  all  things,'^  Reply,  p.  17, 
18.  However  that  be,  I  shewed  you  plainly,  from  three  express 
testimonies  ^  that  Irenseus,  of  the  same  century  with  Justin, 
made  no  such  difiference.  The  Son  is  iroirp^  tSv  nt&vnav^  Maker 
ofaU  thingsy  according  to  Irenseus,  over  and  over,  in  as  full  and 
strong  words  as  the  Father  himself  6an  be :  so  that  your  remark, 
as  to  the  writers  of  the  second  century,  has  no  truth  in  it.  What 
you  observe  of  Justin,  is  not  strictly  true.  He  tells  us»  indeed, 
that  Plato  made  a  (Hfference  between  TrotT/n^s  and  hjfuovpyis, 
understanding  by  the  former  one  that  makes  a  thing  from  nothing, 
and  by  the  latter  one  that  frames  any  thing  out  of  preexietent 
matter.  Justin  takes  notice  of  this,  in  order  to  shew  that  Plato's 
inferior  gods  must  be  corruptihle^  upon  Plato's  own  principles : 
for  the  great  Ood  is  styled  by  Plato,  not  iroiTynJs,  but  brjfxtovpyii 
of  the  other  Goeh,  Consequently  they  were  made  of  matter, 
which  is  corruptible,  and  therefore  are  corruptible  themselves. 
What  is  this  to  the  purpose  we  are  upon!  Or  how  does  it  ap- 
pear that  Justin*  himself  always  observed  Plato's  distinction? 
Besides  that  if  he  did,  it  is  certain  that  Justin  Martyr  supposes 
God  the  Son  to  be  'Trotr/r^?,  or  MaJcer  of  man,  whom  he  calls  the 
irolriiia,  Creature  of  Christ".  And  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt, . 
but  that  he  supposed  him  to  be  as  truly  irDttp^s,  Maker  of  all 
other  things,  according  to  the  constant  doctrine  of  the  Church 
in  that  very  century,  as  appears  from  Irenseuis/ Clemens  of  Alex- 
andria, and  others. 

You  go  on,  in  pursuance  of  your  first  mistake,  to  obseiire, 
that  "  brjfuovpyd^  beiitg  of  an  inferior  sense  to'  that  of  TranJTfjs 
^  tQv  5\<0v^  it  is  no  woiidei^  that  the  Fathers  sometimes  give  it 

>  See  my  DfefenCc,  vt)l.  i.  P.3S3,  "  Jilst.  Mart.  ftur«n.p.  oi.Ot.ed. 
384.  n  Just.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  187.  Jcib. 
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"  to  the  Son  under  one  of  these  distinctions,  where  they  say 
"  with  Origen  the  Father  is  irpOros  trjiuovpyhs,  the  first  or  chief 
*'  Worker,  the  Son  is  so  in  a  secondary  sense.""  This  is  writing 
just  as  if  you  had  never  seen  the  Fathers.  I  repeat  it,  that 
Irenseus  gives  both  those  titles  indifferently  to  God  the  Son,  as 
do  other  Fathers  after  him  ;  which  you  might  have  seen  in  my 
Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  384.  Yet  you  are  loatii  to  admit  even  so 
much  as  brifiiovpybs  to  have  been  applied  to  the  Son,  except 
with  a  distinction ;  quoting^  I  would  say  misquoting,  Origen,  to 
countenance  your  pretences.  If  you  please  to  look  again  into 
Origen  °,  the  word  is  Trpdrias,  nut  irp&Tos^  signifying  not  that  the 
Father  is  the  first  Worker^  as  if  there  were  two  workers^  but  that 
he  iaprimarihf  Creator.  And,  what  ruins  all  your  fine  airy  spe- 
culations at  once,  Origen,  in  that  very  place,  asserts  the  Son 
7ot^o-at  (not  brjfXLovpycXv)  tov  KSaixop^  to  make^  not  frame  only,  the 
world :  which  is  as  much  as  if  he  had  called  him  tov  icJ(rfu)v,  or 
T&v  S\<av  TTOirjrrjs. 

You  quote  Eusebius  as  styling  the  Father  hirivnav  ^/uucwpyiy, 
the  Son  oXtios  beSr^pos.  You  should  have  remembered  that  the 
same  Eusebius  styles  the  Son  6  fxiyas  tw  oK<av  brjfxiovpy6sP. 
Had  this  been  applied  to  the  Father  instead  of  the  Son^  what 
speculations  might  we  not  have  expected  upon  the  force  of  i 
liiyas^  the  great  Creator  ?  You  forget  iJso  that  Eusebius 
scruples  not  to  use  the  title  of  itovqfni^  tQv  5\o>r,  Maker  of  aU 
things,  speaking  of  the  Son;  as  I  observed  in  my  Defence^. 
This  is  directly  against  you :  and  if  there  be  some  expressions 
in  Eusebius  which  we  neither  approve  nor  vindicate ;  so  there 
are  many  others  that  you  cannot  approve,  or  make  consistent 
with  your  principles:  quotations  therefore  from  Eusebius  will 
signify  little  on  either  side.  What  you  produce  (Reply,  p.  18.) 
out  of  Methodius  has  been  solidly  answered  by  Bishop  Bull'. 

You  next  cite  Tatian  as  a  true  disciple  of  Justin  Martyr^ 
saying,  that  "  matter  is  produced  xmh  rod  Trivrav  brjiuovpyov, 
^^  from  the  Maker  of  all  things,  but  the  Son  was  kavT(^  ttiv  {Kqv 
"  bfifuovpyrjaras,  Worker  of  this  matter.'^  But  sure  the  disciple 
was  strangely  forgetful  of  his  m>(Mter'*s  distinction  between  Troirfnis 
and  btifuovpyds:  otherwise,  when  he  was  talking  of  Qod'sproducing 
matter,  he  should  have  styled  him  70^771^9,  not  brjfuovpySs.     And 

*  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  317.  Q  Defence  of  Queries,  vol.  i.  p.  383. 

P  Euseb.  Ecd.  H.  lib.  x.  cap.  4.        '  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  Nic.  p.  165. 
p.  316. 
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you  are  as  forgetful  of  what  you  had  said  but  the  page  before : 
otherwise  you  should  have  made  the  Father  no  more  than 
Worker  of  the  matter,  as  well  as  the  Son  ;  because  of  the  word 
brifuovpyos.  See  how  strangely  you  are  bewildered  in  your  ob- 
servations, confuting  and  contradicting  yourself  Nothing 
succeeds  with  you ;  and  I  will  venture  to  predict  that  nothing 
will,  so  long  as  you  are  espousing  the  cause  of  heresy,  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  faith  of  the  Oatholic  Church. 

VI.  I  charged  you,  sixthly,  with  three  misrepresentations 
together:  one  relating  to  Basil,  the  other  two  to  Athanasius'. 
Basil  you  represented  as  declaring  against  Unity  of  essence^ 
where  he  intended  nothing  but  against  Unity  of  Person,  To 
which  you  make  answer,  (p.  21.)  that  you  "dived  not  into 
"  BasiPs  intentions,  but  cited  his  words  fairly,  viz.  that  the 
"  Sabellian  doctrine  was  corrected  by  the  word  consuhstantialP 
A  pretty  way  this,  to  cite  authors  without  considering  whether 
they  intended  any  thing  to  the  purpose  they  are  cit^  for,  or  no. 
You  cited  ^Basil,  to  prove  that  two  things  consubstantial  make 
tttx>  essences;  whereas  Basil  meant  no  more  than  that  they  make 
two  Persons,  This  you  eeM  fairly  citing  his  words.  You  mean, 
I  suppose,  that  you  fairly  transcribed  his  words,  at  the  same 
time  very  wnfairhf  perverting  his  sense. 

As  to  Athanasius,  I  observed  that  you  understood  what  he 
had  said  against  the  Sfwiofiariovj  as  if  it  had  been  said  against 
the  dfwoiinoVf  betwixt  which  two  that  accurate  Father  always 
carefully  distinguished.  To  this  you  reply,  that  you  cited 
Athanasius  to  confirm  this  proposition,  that  ^^  they  who  say  the 
"  essence  of  the  Son  is  like  or  equal  to  that  of  the  Father,  do 
^^  by  that  ascribe  to  him  another  numerical  essence  from  that  of 
**  the  Father.*"  I  perceive  you  do  not  yet  understand  a  syllable 
of  what  Athanasius  was  speaking  about.  See  his  meaning  ex- 
plained in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  513.  Athanasius  is  so  far  from 
supposing  Hie  and  eqnal  to  be  equivalent,  or  even  consistent, 
that  he  denies  that  essence  to  be  eqtuxl,  which  is  only  like  ;  and 
he  is  not  observing  that  either  an  equal  or  a  like  essence  must  be 
another  numerical  essence,  but  that  an  essence  which  is  only 
like  to  divine^  must  be  an  inferior  essence.  It  is  very  strange, 
that  after  a  key  had  been  given  you  to  that  passage  in  Atha- 
nasius, you  should  still  go  on,  as  before,  to  confound  yourself 

•  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  513-  *  Diaquiflit,  Mod,  p.  33.  Pnef. 
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and  your  readc^rB.  As  to  the  other  nmrepreBmMion  of  Atba- 
nasius,  whom  you  suppose  an  assertor  of  numerical  idenHtyy 
(which  is  making  hhn  a  Sabellian,  according  to  your  sense  of 
numeri€€d,)  as  to  this  charge  upon  you,  you  are  pleased  to  say 
never  a  word.     That  therefore  stands  as  it  did. 

YII.  In  the  next  plaoe,  I  blamed  you  for  r^nresenting 
Bamabas'^s  epistle^  ip  yo^oi$,  intarfHreting  it  $puriou9y  though 
that  be  not  the  sense  of  iv  v60ois^  as  it  lies  in  Eusebius.  To 
this  you  make  answer,  (p.  20.)  that  you  "  neither  there  nor 
**  elsewhere  interpret  those  words  at  all.''  This  is  another 
instance  wherein  you  appear  to  be  more  unkind  to  yourself, 
than  I  had  been  to  you.  You  declare,  p.  19.  of  your  Discjuiair 
iions,  that  Bamabas's  epistle  was  by  the  aoknents  hdd  foe 
9ptiri(n».  This  fatse  assertion  appeared  to  have  some  o^kmr^ 
supposing  that  you  interpret  iv  v6$ei^  in  Euselnus,  to  mean 
apwriow :  but  without  that,  you  have  made  a  misrep^  of  the 
andentSj  and  have  no  pretence  at  all  for  it.  Shew  me  what 
(mcienCSy  or  where  they  reckoned  Bamabas's  epistle  ymriau»^. 
If  you  choose  rather  to  have  it  thought  that  you  have  told  us 
an  untruth  without  any  cobmr  for  it,  thaa  with  any,  be  it  ao :  I 
was  willing  to  put  the  most  ccmcKd  construction  upon  the  tiling; 
and  I  shall  do  so  stiU,  if  you  mU.  give  me  leave.  For  I  observe, 
that  after  you  had  said  ^that  Eusebius  ranJ^  this  episiie  ^v 
p60oi,Sy  you  immediately  subjoin  these  words,  '^  GoteleriuA  con- 
^^  fesses  that  he  inclines  to  the  opinion  of  those  who  think  it  ra 
"  not  the  Apostle'^s.'"  Now,  this  is  so  very  like  commenting  oa 
the  phrase,  ^1;  v66ois^  just  going  before,  that  haixUy  one  readier 
in  a  hundred  could  ever  suspect  that  you  understood  by  iv  u6^ 
Oois^  any  thing  else  but  ymriaua ;  that  is»  falsely  ascribed  to* 
Barnabas.  In  a  word,  it  seems  to  me  very  much  the  same 
thing,  whether  you  interpret  a  passage  thu6»  or  whether  you, 
lead  your  reader  into  such  interpretation :  the  reader  is  equally^ 
deceived  either  way.  However,  if  you  insist  upon  it,  thtUi  you 
neither  interpreted  the  words  at  all,  nor  intended  to  lead  your 
reader  into  any  such  interpretation,  I  acquiesce ;  provided  only 
that  you  give  us  any  tolerable  account  of  your  saying  that  this 
epistle  was  looked  upon  as  spuriow  by  the  andente. 

^  Certe  quicquid  de  hac  epistola  "  stolam  Barnabse  non  tribuerit ;  ne- 

dicantrecentiore6critici,eamBuriiabffi  "  que  in  ea  quidquam  apparet^  cpiod 

nostro  constanter  ascribunt  veteres,  "  earn  aetatem  non  ferat."  Cav,  Histor. 

"Nemo  certe  fuit,*'  inquit  6  wow  lAterar,  vol.  i.^,  11. 

Cestrieneis  nosier,  *'  qui  Acne  Epi-  <  Disq.  Mod.  p.  9. 
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VIII.  The  next  thing  which  I  foand  fkolt  withr  mm^  your 
partial  account  of  tilie  anci^it  doanhgie^^.    To  thid  you  reply^ 
(p.  19.)  that  you  ^^  freely  acknowledge  your  account  of  the 
^  primitive  doxologies  to  be  imperfect,  as  wanting  the  doxologieB 
^  of  St.  Paul  and  St.  Jude,  which  are  the  best  role  and  standaid 
"  of  doxologies.'*  What  ?  better  than  St.  JohnX  or  St.  Peter's  ? 
But  this  it  is  to  aim  at  wit.     You  may  jdease  to  remember  that 
we  were  not  talking  of  the  8eriptur€-dotoolog%es^  but  of  those 
which  are  to  be  met  with  in  the  writings  of  the  Fathers.     You 
had  told  us  in  your  Disquidtions  a  notorious  untruth,  that  the 
Fathers  <^  the  first  and  second  century  never  used  that  form  of 
ddoeiogy  whMi  has  been  especially  called  Oatholic ;  but  that  the 
Arian  form  had  obtained  among  the  early  Fathers.     T\aBfake 
account  I  softly  called  a  partial  account ;  to  be  as  tender  of  you 
as  possible.     It  is  well  known  that  fterh  or  crvr,  in  doofologie^y  is 
the  same  as  if  the  partide  /coi  be  used  to  connect  the  Persons : 
and  aH  sudi  forms  come  under  the  name  of  GathoKc,  as  opposed 
to  such  /i>rms  as  have  only  di^  or  ^y :  because,  though  eithet  of 
those  forms  may  indiflt^ently  be  used,  imd  have  been  i»ed  by 
Catholics  both  m  former  and  latter  times :  yet  after  the  Arisns 
had  perverted  one  to  an  ill  sense,  the  Catholics  chose,  for  the 
most  part,  to  make  use  of  the  other.     Now  of  those  called 
Catholio    forms,    I   referred  to    P«4ycarp''s>,    the   Church   of 
Smyma^s^,  and'  Clemens^sof  Alexandria^  aH  within  the  two  first 
centuries,  and  staadii^  evidences  of  the /bMiood  of  jonr  report, 
supposing  you  meant  that  neither  /mero,  nor  <rfrv,  nor  fcoi,  were 
applied  in  doxdogies  to  the  84m  or  jffoly  Ohoet.     Indeed,  if  any 
of  them  are  applied  to  either  of  those  twa  Persons^  it  is  a 
contradiction  to  the  Arian  pretence  that  neither  of  them  should 
be  glorified  with  the  Father,  but  the  Father  glorified  ifh  or  by 
them.     You  tell  me,  by  way  of  Eeply,  (p.  ao.)  "  that  the  words 
^  of  Polycarp^  and  the   Church   of  Smyrna,   comparing  the 
"  variation  of  copies^  are  certainly  against  me."**   How  certainly? 
I  know  of  no  varicBtion  there  is  with  respect  to  the  Church  of 

y  Defence  of  Queries,  vol.  i.  p.  514.  crifv  kclI  t^  ay'u^  irv€VfiaTi'  navra  rcf  iv\ 

*  Disq.  Mod.  p.  23.  iv  ^  tA  ndvra.  di  tv  rh  ndvra  In,  di*  tif 

*  Mca  o^  crot  Koi  irv€VfJUiTi  ayitf  ^  rh  a^L  oZ  fuXn  navrts,  od  d<5£a,  a.l&P€s' 
d<$|a,  &c.    Poly  carp.  iravra  r^  aya6^,  iravra  r^  koK^,  rravra 

ayitj^  mffvfwrt.  BcoUb,  SiMfm^  «cal  wv  kcu  tU  rovs  al&vas.  Clem,  Atitt 

^  T^  fu$i^  narpi  ical  vi^^^  %^  Hok    Bm^^.  lib.  iii.  p.  31 1.  Ox*  ed; 
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Smyrna^s:  Eu8ebius*8  copy  being  but  an  abstract,  wants  the 
latter  part  of  the  epistle.  As  to  the  mriation  of  Polycarp's,  it 
cannot  be  pretended  to  make  any  thing  certain  against  me, 
unless  it  be  certain  that  Eusebius'^s  reading  be  the  better  of  the 
two;  which  is  by  no  means  probable.  Besides,  that  at  the 
worst,  avv  is  applied  to  the  Son,  even  in  Eusebius's  copy :  I 
suppose  you  do  not  insist  upon  the  variation  of  your  own 
contriving.  Besides  these,  Glemens^s  doosohgy  will  still  stand 
good  against  you,  and  St.  Basil's  testimony  concerning  the 
doxologies  of  the  earlier  centuries**,  though  the  doxologies  pro- 
duced by  him  reach  no  higher  up  than  the  beginning  of  the 
third.  But  the  subject  of  doxologies  having  been  accurately 
handled  of  late  by  others,  I  shall  content  myself  with  referring 
to  their  learned  and  useful  tracts  upon  it^. 

IX.  I  censured  your  account  of  Justin  Martyr,  as  being  one 
continued  misrepresentation^.  I  considered  what  I  said;  and 
shall  now  justify  my  censure.  You  are  pleased,  indeed,  to  put 
on  a  more  than  usual  air  of  assurance  upon  this  occasion.  The 
Irightegt  emdence  of  truth  is  what  you  pretend  to,  (p.  31.)  You 
resolve  to  vindicate  yourself  from  this  false  imputation^  and  to 
make  me  sensible  of  my  conduct;  that  I  have  very  artificially^ 
very  falsely  represented  Justin  Martyr y  (p.  31.)  have  been  guilty 
ol  pious  frauds y  and  wstorims  artifice^  (p.  37.)  such  art^ce  and 
fraud  as  you  have  seldom  met  toith^  (ibid.)  yi  crowd  offodsehoods 
and  misrepresentations  you  charge  upon  me,  (p.  40.)  Yet,  after 
all  these  big  words  and  fine  flourishes,  (the  feeble  vaunts  of  a 
desperate  cause  that  needs  them,)  I  will  venture  to  refer  the 
matter  in  dispute  to  any  man  of  tolerable  capacity,  and  moderate 
skill  in  the  learned  languages.  I  intimated  in  my  Defence  (vol. 
i.  p.  ^%6.)  the  drift  and  design  of  Justin  Martyr's  Dialogue,  of 
that  part  which  we  are  now  principally  concerned  with.  It 
was  to  shew  that  there  was  a  divine  Person,  one  who  was  really 
God  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  and  was  not  the  Father^ 
but  was  the  Logos,  or  Christ.  This  account  of  Justin  I  will  first 
demonstrate  to  be  true  and  right ;  and  next  shew  how  easy  it  is 
to  take  off  all  your  boasted  reasons,  or  rather  cavils,  to  the 
contrary. 

^  Basil,  de  Sp.  S.  cap.  zxiz.  p.  918^  Second  Review  bv  the  same  hand. 

239.  BishopofLondbn'sLettei' defended. 

«  Seasonable  Review  of  Mr.  Whis-  By  a  Believer, 

ton'a  Account  of  primitive  Doxologies.  '  Defence  of  Queries,  vol.  i.  p.  514. 
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I,  Justin  Martyr  observes,  in  the  beginning  of  his  Dialogue', 
that  the  Christians  acknowledged  no  other  Ood  than  the  Jews 
did.  "  There  never  will  be,  O  Trypho,  nor  ever  was  since  the 
**  world  began,  another  Ood  (iXKos  0e^s)  besides  the  Maker  and 
^'  Disposer  of  the  universe :  nor  do  we  imagine  that  ours  is  one 
^^  God  and  yours  another ;  but  it  is  one  and  the  same,  that 
"  brought  your  Fathers  out  of  Egypt  with  a  mighty  hand  and 
"  stretched  out  arm :  nor  do  we  rest  our  hopes  in  any  other  (for 
"  there  is  none  other)  but  in  him  whom  you  hope  in,  the  God 
"  of  Abraham^  Isaac,  and  Jacob.'*'  From  hence  may  be  seen 
how  far  Justin  is  from  asserting  two  Oods.  There  is  not, 
according  to  him,  nor  ever  was,  nor  will  be,  i\\os  06O9>  a/nother 
God  besides  the  God  of  the  Jews,  the  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac, 
and  Jacob.     Thus  far  he  and  Trypho  were  agreed. 

%.  It  was  agreed  likewise  between  Justin  and  Trypho,  that 
one  certain  Person,  the  same  that  created  the  world,  and  who 
is  often  spoke  of  in  the  Old  Testament,  as  Creator  of  the  uni- 
verse ;  who  was  owned  by  the  Jews  under  that  title,  and  by 
Christians  more  especially  under  the  name  of  Father ;  I  say,  it 
was  agreed  that  that  Person  was  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and 
Jacob. 

3.  Justin  Martyr,  over  and  above,  asserts  that  that  Person 
had  another  Person  with  him,  a  real  and  proper  Son ;  which 
Son  was  also  God  and  Lord^  and  Gbd  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and 
Jacob.  This  was  the  chief  matter  in  debate  between  Justin 
and  Trypho ;  and  upon  which  Justin  Martyr  spends  many  pages 
in  his  Dialogue,  alluding  to  it  also  elsewhere.  Now,  the  main 
point  in  dispute  between  you  and  me  is,  whether  this  was  really 
Justin'^s  meaning  or  no.  I  must  prove  every  syllable  of  what  I 
here  assert;  and  therefore  must  dwell  the  longer  upon  this 
article.  Justin,  I  say,  asserts  another  Person^  besides  the  Father^ 
to  be  really  God,  God  of  Ahraham^  &c.  He  maintains  that 
2A\o9  IfTTi  0€os\  or  Irepos  0€oy»,  another  is  God^  which  he  else- 
where expresses  by  iXkos  rls^,  another  who  is  Cfod,  besides  the 
Father ;  which  comes  to  the  same  as  another  Person  besides  the 
Father.  Instead  of  saying  Father,  he  generally  expresses  it  by 
the  title  of  Creator  of  all  things ;  the  reason  of  which  I  conceive 
to  be,  that  both  he  and  Trypho  received  him  under  that  notion; 
but  under  the  notion  of  Father,  in  Justin's  sense,  he  was  not 

K  Justin.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  34.  Jeb.  ^  Ibid.  p.  158,  161, 164. 

^  Justin.  Mart.  DiaL  p.  147, 163.  i  Ibid.  p.  loi,  165. 
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received  by  Trypho,  the  question  betwixt  them  being  chiefly 
this ;  whether  he  was  a  Father  in  a  proper  sense^  that  is, 
whether  he  had  tesHy  a  Son.  Hence,  I  conceive,  it  iisi,  tiiat 
Justin  so  often  denotes  the  FnxQwr  by  the  title  of  Maker  of  aU 
things^  rather  than  by  the  title  of  Father.  Yet  he  does  some- 
times make  nse  of  the  title  of  Father ^  instead  of  the  other.  He 
says  in  one  place,  oAx  ^  Trarfip  ^v^^  instead  of  saying,  ovx  o  TToiTjTfjs 
T&v  SXfav  fiv :  which,  though  not  so  accurate  while  disputing 
with  a  Jew,  serves  however  to  shew  that  those  two  titled  were 
only  different  expressions  denoting  the  same  Person.  Justin,  in 
his  first  Apology,  where  he  is  agaitf  upon  the  same  argument^ 
styles  the  Father^  6  irarfip  tQv  SX«r,  Father  of  aU  thin^ ;  in  the 
same  place  censuring  the  Jews  for  not  acktiowledging  that  he 
had  a  Son\  that  is,  not  acknowledging  him  to  be  a  Father,  in  a 
peculiar  and  proper  aeime.  This  I  take  notice  of  to  confirm 
what  I  have  ah'eady  observed,  that  it  was  not  proper  foi^  Ja^in, 
in  dispute  With  a  Jew,  to  call  the  Father  by  a  title  which  the 
Jews  did  not  own,  but  rather  by  another  which  was  acknow^ 
kdged  on  both  sides ;  viz.  Maker  of  all  thmgs^  or  however, 
Father  cf  <M  thmffa^  not  Father  simply.  To  proceed  :  Justin 
asserts,  and  often  inculcates,  that  this  Maker ^  or  Father  of  ail 
ihinffs^  has  a  Son^,  an  onl^hegotten  8on^^  begotten  before  the 
ereation^^  begotten  of  himself?,  {ck  0iea9,  and  ii  kavtod^)  without 
abscission  or  €Hmsion%  strictly  and  properly  (Hbtms  and  KUfydas)  a 
Son,  and  really  (not  nominally)  distinct  from  him^.  He  asserts 
further,  and  proves  at  large,  iliat  this  very  Son  is  really  God, 
not  called  God  only,  but  is  God* :  and  Justin  never  says  that  he 
is  Gk)d  by  voluntary  appointment,  or  as  representative  of  the 
Father ;  but  as  Son  of  God,  he  is  God^.  The  same  ii9  God  of 
the  Jews;  God  of  Abraham,  Ifi»,ac,  and  Jacob,  according  to 
Justin.     This  last  particular  is  What  you  and  I  chiefly  differ 


^  Ibid.  p.  261.  B  Justin.  Dial.  p.  373. 

1  Jugt.  Apol.  i.  p.  122.  *  *E<rrt  tcai  Xcy^rat  Qc^t  jrtii  Kvptot 

™  Jufetin.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  296,  371.  mpo^  vn^p  t6v  iroirfrrjv  t&v  okmvy  tt 

"  Ibid.  p.  309.  Koi  SyyeXos  icaXftrat.    Dial.  p.    l6l. 

^  Ibid.  p.  183,  187,  2^5>  39^»  3^4>  ''AyyeXos  KoKwfievoi^  Ka\B(6sv7rap-)QDi^, 

375>  396*  Gomp.  Ap«i.  i.  p.  69^  90^  p.  187.   Sc^y  icakinTai,  k<u  e«$$r  ^crrt 

lOl,  123.  Apol.  ii.  p.  13.  KOi  Zarcu,  p.    176.    GfAv  l(rxyohv  Koi 

P  Justin.  Di&l.  p.  183.  Apol:  i.  p.  44.  itpofncwrjtbv    ^pixrrh^    Svra  idrp^toa-c, 

q  Jostin.  Mart.  Dial;  p.  183,  373.  p.  231.   e^&p^ntnv  c&m,  p.  367. 

Comp.  Paraen.  p.  127.  »  Just.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  364,  366, 

'  Justin.  Marti  Apol.  i.  p.  44^  46.  370,  371.  Apol.  i.  p.  123.- 

Apol.  ii.  p.  13. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


TO  DR.  WHITBY'S  REPLY.  237 

open ;  and  therefore  I  nuiet  be  the  more  full  and  copious  in  the 
proof  of  it. 

It  is  a  rule  and  maxim  with  Justin,  that  God  the  Father 
never  mppegred;  which,  I  suppose,  I  peed  not  prove  to  you, 
because  you  yourself  contend  for  it,  and  in  the  tUle^age  of  your 
!l^ply,  recommend  the  determination  of  the  Sirmian  Synod  in 
annithematizing  any  that  should  say,  th0  Father  appeared  to 
Abraham.  Please  then  to  take  notice,  that  Justin  Martyr 
quotes  'Exod.  iii.  i6.  where  it  is  said,  '•^  The  Lord  God  of  your 
^^  falihers,  tiie  God  of  Abrahapi,  of  Isaac,  and  of  Jacob,  appeared 
^'  untp  me,  be.*"  These  words  Justin,  upon  his  principles,  must 
have  understood  of  ChrUt:  he  was  the  Lord  God,  the  Gi>d 
of  Ahrah|Lm,  &c.  who  appmred.  And  indeed  Justin  quotes  the 
text  for  liiat  very  purpose,  to  prove  that  Christ  is  God.  Soon 
after  he  asks  the  company,  whether  they  did  not  yet  perceive 
that  he  who  appeared  to  Moses  had  declared  humelflo  be  the 
God  of  Abraham^,  &c.  This  passage  I  before  cited  in  my 
Defence,  (p.  ^6.)  to  prove  that,  according  to  Justin,  Christ 
hiumlf  was  God  of  Abraham.  This  you  complain  of,  very 
ridiculously,  (Reply,  p.  37.)  calling  it  a  'pisce  of  artifice^  and 
I  know  not  what,  as  if  I  had  stopped  where  I  ought  not; 
whereas  it  is  impossible  that  Justin'^s  words  i^uld  have  any 
other  meaning  than  that  which  I  have  given:  the  following 
woiyis  in  Justin  are  so  far  from  confro^ing  this  sense,  that  they 
dp  nothing  more  than  repeat  and  confirm  the  same  thii^.  For 
after  Justin  had  thus  plainly  asserted  tbat  Christ  was  God  of 
Abraham,  &o.  proving  it  from  the  text  in  Exodus;  Trypho 
objects,  that  possibly  it  might  be  an  angel  only  that  appeared^ 
and  God  (that  is,  God  the  Father)  might  spjBak  to  Moses 
by  th%t  angel.  To  whi^  Justin  replies ;  '^  Admit  that  both 
''  God  and  an  angel  were  concerned  in  that  appear<mce  to  Moses, 
'^  as  has  been  proved  from  the  text  cited  ;  yet,  I  insist  upon  it, 
"  that  the  KaierofaU  thmgs  was  not  tbe^  God  (or  that,  divine 
^^  Person)  who  tu)d  Mosea  that  he  hmse^fyifm  God  of  Abraham, 
^'  and  God  of  Isaac,  and  Qod  of  Jacob ;  but  it  was  he  of  whom  I 
^^  have  proved  to  you,  that  he  appeared  to  Abraham,  and 
"  to  Jacob,  administering  to  the  will  of  the   Mak^r  of  all 

'  Just.  Miurt.  Dial.  p.    178,    179,  \(kaKr}K€V(u  ain^,  odros  oMs  Bf6£  t^p 

Ck>im>.  Dial.  p.  366.  arjfMiv€i  r^  Mtur^i,  &ri  oMi  i<rriM  6 

7    Q  Mo€£  P€vorfKaT€,  \€y»v,  &rt  hv  Qths  'AfipahfA,  Koi  *la-aiuc,  fcol  'Icuc^  ; 

X<yf(  Mwrtis  SyytXoy,  h  irvpX  <l}\oy6s  Just,  Dihl.  p^  179* 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


238  AN  ANSWER 

"  things*.^  Justin  goes  on  to  prove  this  from  the  absurdity  of 
supposing  that  Gbd  the  Father  should  appear  in  that  manner : 
upon  which  Trypho  is  convinced  that  he  that  appeared  to 
Abraham,  and  was  called  God  and  Lord,  and  was  God,  was  not 
the  Maker  of  all  thinffs;  not  God  the  Father,  but  another,  who 
was  also  an  angel.  Then  Justin  proceeds  to  give  further  proof, 
that  none  appeared  to  Moses  in  the  bush  but  he  only,  who 
is  called  an  angel,  and  is  really  God,  namely,  Christ  the  Son 
of  God.  To  these  testimonies  I  shall  subjoin  one  more  out 
of  Justin's  first  Apology,  which  in  English  runs  thus:  "Now 
"  what  was  said  to  Moses  out  of  the  bush,  I  am  the  I  AM,  the 
"  Gbd  of  Abraham,  and  the  God  of  Isaac,  and  the  Gbd  of 
"  Jacob,  and  the  God  of  thy  fathers,  denotes  that  they,  though 
**  dead,  are  still  in  being,  and  are  men  of  Christ  himself^ J" 
In  this  passage,  Christ  is  plainly  asserted  to  be  the  o  ^j^,  the  / 
am,  or  Qod  of  the  Jews,  Qod  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob. 
By  four  express  testimonies  out  of  Justin,  this  momentous  point 
is  established;  and  the  whole  tenor  of  this  Father's  writings 
confirms  it.  The  sum  then  of  Justin's  doctrine  is  this :  That 
there  is  no  other  God  besides  the  God  of  the  Jews,  the  God  of 
Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob :  that  God  the  Father  is  God  of  the 
Jews,  God  of  Abraham,  &c.  that  there  is  a/nather  besides  the 
Father,  who  is  also  God  of  the  Jews,  God  of  Abraham,  &c.  and 
this  other  is  the  Logos^  or  Christy  \he  proper  and  only  Son  of  the 
Father,  undivided  and  inseparable  from  him,  though  begotten  of 
him.  The  conclusion  from  all  is,  that  Christ  is  God^  and  yet 
not  a/nother  Qod  from  the  Father,  but  iAAo9  rl?^  another  Person 
only^.  This  is  Justin's  true,  genuine,  certain  doctrine^  which 
being  thus  proved  and  fixed,  all  your  pretences  to  the  con- 
trary drop  at  once.  However,  that  I  may  not  seem  to  neglect 
any  thing  you  have  to  say,  I  shall  briefly  examine  your  objec- 
tions, one  by  one. 

I.  One  is,  that  Justin  often  speaks  of  Seos  hepof  iraph  top 
iroirjrrjv  tQv  oK<av,  a/Mther  God  besides  the  MaJcer  of  aU  things. 


*  Ovx^noiriTfi£T&vl^»vttrrmQ€hs6  «al  6  Qf6s 'laaiuc,  kqI  6  Qt6s  *Ia4co>/3, 

ry  MoDcr^i  tlirav  avT6v  thai  Or^v'Ajdpa-  kcu  6  Q(6s  rciv  irartptav  aov,  arjfiaPTiKbif 

hfjL,  Kal  B(6v  'Icrooic,  Koi  Of ^v  'loicflb^,  rov  ical  airoBav6vT(i£  iKtivovs  fievtiv,  ical 

aXX*6a7rod€ixB€\svfjL7v&ff>3<uT^*AfipaiLfi  «twu  ovrov    rov  Xpiarov  dv3patnovs. 

Ktu  Ty  *Iaica)^,  TJj  TovnoujTOVT&vSk^if  JttSt.ApoL  i.  p.  123.  Ox. 
B(\qa-€i  v7rfjp€T&v.    Ibid.  p.  180.  ^  See  my  oennons,  vol.  ii.  p.  141, 
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But  I  have  shewn,  from  Justin'^s  own  interpretation,  (besides 
that  in  strict  propriety  the  words  require  no  more,)  that  the 
meaning  is  only  this,  that  there  is  iXkos  rU^  another  foho  is  God ; 
besides  him  whom  both  sides  acknowledged  under  the  title 
of  Mater  of  all  things ;  that  is,  besides  him  whom  Ohristians 
call  the  Fixther.    Justin  then  meant  only  that  there  is  cmother 
Person  besides  the  Father,  who  is  also  God.    To  this  yon 
except  S  that  the  word  Person^  or  ffgpoetasis^  was  not  known  to 
Justin.    And  what  if  he  uses  not  the  toord^  might  he  not 
without  the  word  assert  the  thing  t  "AXXos  rU  really  signifies, 
and  is  rightly  rendered,  another  Person,    But  you  except  further, 
that  Justin  does  not  only  say  lr€/>os,  another^  but  ipiBiif  frcpos, 
another  in  number ;  and  how  can  Father  and  Son  be  nmmerically 
the  same  Qod^  if  they  be  numerically  diffsring  f  To  which  I 
answer,  that  they  are  diflSsrent  Persons,  wumeriealfy  difierent: 
and  that  this  was  really  Justin's  sense  is  manifest  from  his 
opposing  the  word,  dpi^ftf  ir^pov^  another  thing  in  numbery 
to  that  which  iv6yMn  yAvov  iptOpLflra^y  only  differs  nominaibfy  not 
really**.     He  did  not  intend  to  say  that  Father  and  Son  were 
two  Gods,  but  only  that  they  were  more  than  ttoo  names  of 
the  same  thing;    as  some  heretics  tau^t,   before  Sabellius. 
In  this  sense,  none  of  the  Post-Nicene  writers  ever  denied  that 
the  Son  is  iptd/uuj  frepos,  or  iT€p6v  ri^  (Mother^  or  another  thing^ 
really  distinct  from  the  Father*.     The  same  way  of  speaking  you 
wiU  find  in  the  Church  as  low  as  Damascene     But  you  say, 
(Mod.  Disquis.  p.  29.)  that  the  Post-Nicene  Fathers  guarded 
their  expressions  by  the  word  hypostasis^  which  Justin  does  not. 
And  what  if  the  disputes  which  happened  after  Justin's  time 
made  it  necessary  to  guard  such  expressions,  as  having  been 
used  formerly  without  offence,  came  at  length  to  be  perverted 
to  an  ill  meaning  ?  There  is  nothing  strange  in  this.     It  is  well 
observed  by  the  judicious  and  learned  Du-Pin,  speaking  indeed 
of  Theognostus,   but  the  remark  is  applicable  to   others   of 
the  ancients^  who  may  claim  the  like  favour  of  interpretation. 
"  Photius,''  says  he,  "  has  wrongfully  accused  Theognostus  to 
"  have  erred  concerning  the  divinity  of  the  Son,  upon  the  score 

«  Disquis.  Mod.  p.  29.  Ambr.  de  Fid.  lib.  iii.  cap.  15.   Greg. 

d  Vid.  Justin.  Dud.  p.  373.  Nyss.  Cat.  Orat.  cap.  i. 

«  BasiL  Ep.  300.  p.  1070.  Athan.  '  Vid.  Damascen.  lib.  i.  cap.  o.  UD. 

Orat.  iv.  p.  (no.  CJontr.  Sabell.  p.  41.  iii.  cap.  6. 
CyriL  Akx.  Thesaur.    p.    60,  no. 
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*^  of  a  few  exptemixmB  that  did  not  ftgree  with  those  ot  his  own 
^^  age ;  without  taking  notioe  that  though  the  anoients  have 
^^  spoken  diffinrently  as  to  this  point,  yet  the  foundation  of  the 
^^  doctrine  was  always  the  same ;  and  that  it  is  an  horrid  injustice 
♦*  to  require  them  to  q>eak  as  nicely,  and  with  as  much  pre- 
*^  oaution,  as  those  that  lived  after  the  birth  and  condemnation 
^*  of  her^iee.'"  In  a  word,  though  Justin  has  not  used  the  like 
guards  with  the  Post-Nicene  writers,  since  he  had  not  the  like 
occasions;  yet  his  sense,  without  any  such  guards^  is  plain 
enough  to  $iny  man  that  duly  weighs  and  considers  it. 

2.  You  pvetend  from  Justin,  (Disq.  Mod.  p.  33.)  that  Ohrist 
is  not  Matier  0/  M  thmgs.  But  this  you  can  never  prove  out  of 
Justin  :  for  all  that  Justin  meant,  by  distinguishing  Ohrist  from 
the  Mater  of  aU  things^  was  only  this,  that  Christ  is  not  theU 
P^non,  ordinarily  and  eminently  styled  Maker  of  M  ikings ;  that 
is,  he  is  not  the  Father  himself,  as  some  hereUee  pretended,  and 
as  the  Jews  in  effect  tau^t,  by  applying  these  texts  to  God  the 
F(Uher,  which  Justin  interprets  of  God  the  Son. 

3.  You  object  that  Christ  does  nothing  of  his  own  power. 
This  is  no  where  said  by  Justin  of  Christ,  considered  in  his 
highest  capacity.  Justin  indeed  admits  that  both  the  pmoer  and 
mbsiance  of  the  Son  is  derived  from  the  Father.  But  this  is  a 
diflbrent  thing  fh>m  saying  that  Christ  did  nothing  by  his  own 
poiw$r.     The  Father's  power  is  his  power,  Christ's  own  power. 

4.  Yoa  object  (Disq.  Mod.  p.  30,  33.)  that  Christ  is  no  mare 
than  the  chief  power ^  (Trpdrti  ^vafu^)  after  ike  chief  God,  \i.rta  tov 
TFp&Fov  0€6if.  But  Justin  no  where  pots  those  words  together 
as  you  have  done.  He  does  indeed  say,  that  the  Son  is  the 
prinoipal  Power  after  (that  is,  next  in  order  to)  the  Father  ofaU 
tkinge^ :  ^hich  is  no  more  than  to  say,  that  he  is  tike  newt  Pereon 
to  the  Father,  as  idl  allow.  What  infereace  can  you  draw  from 
ihemee  agaiMt  our  prindples  ?  Aa  to  the  words  vp&Tos  Gee?, 
chief  Godj  it  ia  Plato's  expression,  and,  as  Bsch,  cited  by 
Justin^. 

5.  You  object  that  Christ  ^^  hath  all  that  he  hath  from  the 
^^  Fa4her.^'  This  is  true,  and  acknowledged  by  all  Catholics, 
before  and  after  the  Nicene  Council,  from  Justin^  down  to 
Damascen^. 

9  Justin.  Mart.  Apol.  i.  p.  66.  not  Kvpi^,  kc^  Oeip.  Jtut.  Dial.  p.  374. 

^  Justin.  Apol.  i.  p^.  114.  k  uipra  oSv  itra  tx^i  6  vibs  Ka\  r6 

*  AXtios  avT^  TOV  tuHu,  Kal  dwarf,    nvtv/m  tn  tov  vaTp6t  tfx^h  '«»i  «vtA  t6 
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6.  You  object  that,  according  to  Justin,  (Disq.  p.  33.) 
"  Ghriat  could  not  be  saved  but  by  the  help  of  God.'"  This  is 
spoke  of  Christ,  in  respect  of  his  hwmanity ;  and  brought  in 
among  the  proofs  of  CArisfs  being  a  man^.  And  it  was  suitable 
to  Ghrist's  humble  state  on  earth,  for  an  example  and  lesson 
to  other  men,  to  refer  all  to  God. 

7.  You  object  that  Christ  is  ^^  manifestly  distinguished  from 
*^  the  God  of  Abraham.^  But  this  is  manifestly  false,  in  your 
sense  of  it.  Christ  is  plainly  God  of  Airahamy  according  to 
Justin ;  as  hath  bewi  before  shewn.  You  may  say,  if  you  please, 
that  the  Father  is  distinguished  from  the  God  of  Abraham ; 
which  is  true,  as  he  is  distinguished  from  the  8on^  who  is  €k>d 
of  Abraham :  in  like  manner,  I  presume,  we  may  allow  that  the 
Son  is  distinguished  from  the  God  ofAiraham^  and  leave  you  to 
make  your  utmost  advantage  of  it.  You  observe,  that  when  the 
Son  is  distinguished  from  the  God  of  Abraham,  there  is  added, 
*'  besides  whom  there  is  no  other  Qod."^  From  thence  you  may 
learn,  that  though  the  Son  be  God  of  Abraham,  as  well  as  the 
Father,  yet  there  are  not  tiao  Gods  of  Abraham:  the  Son  is  not 
another  God  of  Abraham,  but  another  Person  only. 

8.  You  object  further,  (Disq.  Mod.  p.  27,  33.)  that  Christ 
'^  would  not  suffer  himself  to  be  called  good,  but  remitted  that 
*'  title  to  the  Father  only™.""  You  should  have  added,  as  Justin 
does  in  the  same  place,  that  Christ  was  a  ^'  worm,  and  no  man, 
^^  the  scorn  of  men,  and  the  outcast  of  the  people  :^  and  then 
the  reader  would  have  seen  plainly  what  Justin  was  talking 
^bout. 

9.  You  object  that  Christ  is  not  "  called  God  by  Justin,  on 
«^  account  of  his  having  the  Father^s  essence  communicated  to 
*'  him,  but  because  of  his  being  begotten  of  him  before  the  ere* 
'^  ation :""  that  is,  Justin  has  not  said  it  in  terms^  though  he  has 
in  sense.  To  be  the  proper  Son  of  the  Father,  and  to  be  begotten 
of  him  inseparably,  and  without  division^  (which  is  Justin^s  doc- 
trine,) is  the  same  thing  as  to  have  the  nature  or  essence  of  the 
Father  commwnicated  to  him.  This  is  clear  from  Justin'^s  simi* 
litudes  and  illustrations'*.  For,  I  suppose,  one  fre  lighted  of 
another,  is  of  the  same  nature  with  that  other :  and  thus  it  is. 


€Uftu.    Damasc,  de  Fid.  Orth,  lib.  i.  Comp.  303. 

cap.  10.  «  Ibid.  J).  208. 

»  Vid.  Just.   Mart.  Dial.  p.  298.  »  Vid.  Justin.  Dial.  p.  183,  373. 
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that  the  Nioene  Fathers  supposed  the  Son  to  be,  as  it  were, 
Liffht  of  Light ;  intendmg  thereby  to  signify  his  consubstcmtiaUty. 

10.  But  you  object,  that  the  Son  (according  to  Justin)  "is 
"  God  by  the  will  of  the  Father.*"  This  might  be  understood 
in  a  good  sense,  had  it  been  asserted  by  Justin.  But  the  pas- 
sage which  you  build  this  upon,  does  not  say  so  much ;  as  shall 
be  shewn  in  another  place,  and  as  I  have  before  observed  in  my 
Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  350. 

11.  But  Christy  you  say,  is  stibservient  to  the  will  of  the 
Father.  And  what  if  it  pleased  the  second  Person  of  the  blessed 
Trinity  to  transact  all  matters  between  God  the  Father  and 
mankind :  be  thankful  for  it,  and  make  not  yourself  a  judge  of 
the  divine  and  mysterious  dispensations.  I  observed  in  my  De- 
face, (vol.  i.  p.  442.)  that  one  Person  may  be  delegate  to  an- 
other, without  being  of  an  inferior  nature :  otherwise  one  man 
could  not  be  delegate  to  another.  This  "  thin  piece  of  sqplustry'* 
you  undertake  to  answer  (Reply,  p.  73.)  in  these  words :  "  One 
"  man  may  be  delegate  to  another,  because  he  is  another  incK- 
"  9>idut$m  of  the  same  species,  but  difierent  in  his  particular 
"  essence  from  him ;  but  dares  the  Doctor  say  the  second  or 
"  third  Person  thus  differs  from  the  first  T  To  which  I  reply, 
that,  from  your  own  confession,  it  is  manifest  that  merely  from 
delegation  no  argument  can  be  drawn  to  inferiority  of  nature ; 
which  was  the  point  I  was  upon,  and  which  is  suflBciently  proved 
by  that  instance.  As  to  the  Persons  differing  from  each  other, 
as  one  man  differs  from  another,  I  readily  deny  any  such  cUJer- 
ence  among  the  divine  Persons:  and  I  leave  you  to  prove  at 
leisure,  that  all  delegation  requires  it.  When  you  can  do  that, 
I  shall  submit  to  the  charge  of  sophistry :  in  the  mean  time, 
please  to  suffer  it  to  lie  at  your  own  door. 

Having  thus  considered  all,  or  however  your  most  considerable 
pretences  from  Justin  Martyr^  aud  shewn  them  to  be  weak  and 
frivolous ;  I  hope  I  may  have  leave  once  more  to  say,  that  your 
account  of  this  Father  is  one  continvsd  misrepresentixtion.  Yoa 
have,  under  this  article,  took  a  great  deal  of  pains  to  weaken 
the  force  of  an  argument  which  I  had  used  in  my  Defence,  vol. 
i.  p.  291,  &c.  It  would  break  my  method  too  much  here,  to  at- 
tend you  in  it ;  to  shew  how  you  have  left  my  main  arguments 
and  testimonies  untouched,  and  have  done  little  more  than 
endeavoured  to  confront  them  with  other  testimonies;  which, 
notwithstanding,  when  rightly  understood,  are  nothing  at  all  to 
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the  purpo6e.  If  the  reader  pleases  but  to  consider  and  compare 
what  I  have  said  in  my  Defence,  I  am  not  apprehensive  that 
your  pretences  can  have  much  weight  with  him.  However,  if  a 
proper  occasion  offers,  and  if  need  be,  or  if  I  have  not  sufficiently 
obviated  them  already,  I  may  perhaps  take  some  further  notice 
of  them,  either  in  a  second  part  to  this,  or  elsewhere,  whenever 
my  adversaries  shall  favour  me  with  a  large  and  particular  ex* 
amination  of  the  whole  piece.  I  shall  now  proceed,  in  my  method, 
to  another  article  of  the  charge. 

X.  The  tenth  thing  which  I  charged  you  with  (Defence,  vol.  i. 
p.  514.)  was,  that  in  your  Disquisitions  (p.  61.)  you  took  occa- 
sion from  the  Latin  version  to  misrepresent  Athenagoras,  insi- 
nuating from  it  that  the  Son  is  not  like  the  Father.  Here  you 
are  so  ingenuous  as  to  plead  guilty,  and  to  give  me  leave  tp 
triumph^  (Reply,  p.  14.)  but  with  this  sting  in  it,  that  it  is  ^'  the 
^^  only  argument  I  attempted  to  answer.*^  But  whether  that  be 
60  or  no,  our  readers,  I  suppose,  may  be  the  properest  judges ; 
to  whom  I  leave  it,  and  proceed. 

XI.  I  charged  you  further,  (Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  514, 515O  with 
another  misconstruction  of  a  passage  in  Athenagoras ;  a  very 
famous  one,  and  of  singular  use  in  this  controversy.  You  ap- 
peared to  me  to  construe  the  words  ovx  is  y^voiuvov^f  not  as 
eternally  generated ;  which  is  a  very  new  and  peculiar  construe- 
tion.  You  deny  the  fact,  as  indeed  you  may  well  be  ashamed  to 
own  it.  But  I  shall  literally  translate  that  paragraph  of  your 
book,  and  then  the  reader  may  the  more  easily  judge  of  it.  ^^  Hence 
^^  it  appears  that  Athenagoras,  with  the  Christians  of  the  same 
"  age,  believed  the  Father  only  to  be  Q>€hv  iryivvtYrov  kolL  Aftwv, 
^^  Grod  tmbegotten  and  eternal,  and  the  Son  of  God  the  Father  to 
"  be  styled  irp^Tov  yivvr\yLa,  the  first  offspring^  ov\  SiS  y€v6ix€vov, 
"  not  on  the  account  of  any  eternal  generation,  properly  so 
'^  called,  such  as  might  constitute  the  Son  C&vra  koI  v(t>€arT&ra, 
'^  Kmng  and  stibsisting  by  himself,  in  or  out  of  the  Father ;  but 
"  because  the  Father,  being  himself  an  eternal  mind,  had  from 
"  eternity  K6yov,  reason,  in  himself,  i:M<$>s  koyuchs  i>Py  being  eter- 
"  nally  rational?."^  The  reader  must  here  observe,  that  as  you 
intermix  Greek  with  your  sentences  six  times,  in  the  same 


o  llp&Tov  ytwrifia  (Ivm  t^  irarpl,     \6yopdidi<ii>s\oyiK6s&v.  Athenoff,  C2Lp» 
ovx  «ff  y€v6u€vov,  t$  opX^f  7^  ^  ©cAr,     10.  p.  38. 
wovs  didio£  &y,  f  ^xcv  airbs  h  iaur^  t6v        p  Whitby,  Disquisit.  Mod.  p.  62. 

B  2, 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Ji^„--«jiijj4j| 


244  AN  ANSWER 

manner,  so  in  five  of  them,  the  words  unmediately  following  the 
Greek  are  plainly  intended  as  the  construction,  or  interpretation 
of  it.  I  had  therefore  good  reason,  from  parity  of  circum- 
stances, to  take  the  words  immediately  following  those  Greek 
words,  ovx  i>9  y€p6fjL€vov,  as  your  construction,  or  interpretation  of 
them :  especially  since  you  begin  with  the  negative  particle,  just  as 
the  Greek  does.  You  seem  to  be  so  sensible  of  this  yourself,  that 
when  in  your  Reply  (p.  14.)  you  come  to  give  your  English  reader 
a  different  turn  of  the  passage,  you  are  forced  to  leave  the  Greek 
words  ovx  ^^  y€v6ix€vov  quite  out :  for  had  they  appeared  here 
in  your  Reply,  as  they  do  in  your  Disquisitions,  the  reader  would 
have  seen  at  once  that  my  censure  was  just.  But  let  us,  for 
argument  sake,  admit  your  plea,  that  you  did  not  intend  those 
words  following  Athenagoras's  Greek,  as  an  interpretation  of  it ; 
do  you  consider  how  unaccountable  a  part  you  have  acted  in 
citing  the  words  at  all  ?  They  are  words  which  we  greatly  value, 
and  lay  a  stress  upon,  as  being  of  irresistible  force  against  the 
Arians.  Ought  you  not,  while  you  were  pleading  the  cause  of 
Arianwn  from  this  very  passage,  to  have  attempted  some  solu- 
tion of  the  difficulty  arising  from  those  words,  which  so  plainly 
stare  you  in  the  face  ?  Sandius  and  Gilbert  Gierke  thought  them- 
selves obliged  to  say  something,  however  weak  and  unsatisfactory ; 
which  was  better  than  to  attempt  nothing  at  all.  But  what  do 
you,  if  we  are  to  take  your  own  la^t  thoughts  upon  it?  You 
could  not  but  know  that  these  words,  in  their  obvious  natural 
meaning,  are  directly  repugnant  to  the  conclusion  which  you  are 
aiming  at ;  you  see  the  very  words,  you  transcribe  them,  and 
leave  them  as  you  find  them,  without  any  interpretation  or  solu- 
tion. Now  what  is  this  but  to  shew  that  you  was  aware  of  the 
objection,  and  was  not  able  to  answer  it,  nor  so  much  as  willing 
to  endeavour  it ;  and  yet  resolutely  persist,  even  against  convic- 
tion, to  wrest  and  force  the  passage  to  your  own  meaning!  I  am 
persuaded  you  might  more  prudently  have  submitted  to  the  first 
charge,  than  have  took  this  way  of  getting  rid  of  it.  But  it  is 
frequent  with  yon,  for  want  of  considering,  to  double  the  fault 
which  you  hoped  to  excuse ;  and  for  the  avoiding  of  one  diffi- 
culty, to  run  yourself  into  more  and  greater. 

To  conclude  this  article  ;  if  you  intended  an  interpretation  of 
Athenagoras's  words,  as  I  conceive  you  did,  then  you  have,  in 
the  whole,  misrepresented  the  author,  but  with  something  of 
colour  for  it :  if  you  did  not,  still  you  have,  in  the  whole,  mis- 
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represented  him,  and  without  any  colour  for  it.  Either  way, 
you  have  dealt  un&irly  with  Athenagoras,  and  have  endeavoured 
to  impose  upon  your  readers. 

XII.  The  next  thing  I  laid  to  your  charge  <J  was  a  ridiculous 
representation  of  '^Tertullian;  as  if  Tertullian  believed  two  angels 
to  be  as  much  one^  as  God  the  Father  and  God  the  Son  are. 
To  this  you  reply,  (p.  21.)  that  you  "  say  nothing  of  what  Ter- 
**  tullian  believed  :  but  only  from  these  words  {the  Son  of  God  is 
"  eaUed  God  from  the  Unity  0/ substance,  for  God  is  a  ynrit)  you 
**  think  it  evident,  that  Tertullian  concludes  hence  the  Unity  of 
"  the  Father  and  the  Son,  that  they  are  both  spirits ;  which  two 
"  angels  and  two  demons  also  are."^  Is  there  then  no  regard  to 
be  had  to  what  an  author  is  otherwise  known  to  believe  ?  Or  is 
it  fair  and  just  to  construe  an  ambiguous  sentence  (supposing 
this  ambigtMms,  and  not  rather  plain  enough  against  you)  in 
direct  opposition  to  his  certain  undoubted  principles  ?  But  what 
makes  it  the  more  unjust  in  this  case  is,  that  Tertullian,  in  that 
very  paragraph,  within  a  line  or  two  of  the  words  which  you 
ground  your  remark  upon,  resolves  the  Unity  of  Father  and 
Son  into  this ;  that  they  are  de  Spiritu  Spiritus,  de  Deo  Deus, 
de  Lumine  Lumen ;  Spirit  of  Spirit j  God  of  God,  Light  of  Light^. 
Can  this  be  said  of  two  a/ngds  or  two  demons^  that  they  are  light 
of  light  J  or  spirit  of  spirit?  Have  they  any  such  relation  to,  or 
intimate  conjunction  with,  each  other,  as  is  here  plainly  signified 
of  Father  and  Son  ?  Well  then,  what  is  the  result  ?  You  have 
misunderstood  Tertullian,  or  rather  perverted  his  meaning.  He 
does  not  say  that  Father  and  Son  are  one,  because  they  are  both 
spirits ;  any  more  than  he  says  they  are  one^  because  they  are 
both  Gods  ;  nor  would  it  be  sufficient  for  one  to  be  Spirit,  and 
the  other  to  be  Spirit^  or  one  to  be  God,  and  the  other  Gody 
unless  one  were  also  of  the  other,  inseparably  united  to  him,  and 
included  in  him.  Tertullian  indeed  observes  that  God  the  Father 
is  Spirity  as  he  had  before  observed  of  God  the  Son :  and  this 

4  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  515.  Dei  et  Deum  dictum  est  unitate  sub- 

'  Disq.  Mod.  p.  108.  stantiae.    Nam  et  Deus  Spiritus :  et 

'  £tno8etiam««rmont,atquera^nt,  cmn  radius  ex  sole  porngitur,  portio 

itemque  virtuti  per  quae  omnia  moli-  ex  summa :  sed  sol  erit  in  radio,  quia 

turn  JDemn  ediximus,  ^opriam  mib-  solis  est  radius,  nee  separatur  sub- 

stantiam  spiritum  inscribimus,  cui  et  stantia  sed  extenditur.    Ita  de  Spiritu 

sermo  insit  prsenuntianti,  et  ratio  adsit  Spiritus,  et  de  Deo  Deus,  ut  Lumen  de 

disponenti,  et  virtus  prsesit  perficienti.  Lumine    accensum.     TertuU.    ApoU 

Hunc  ex  Deo  prolatum  dioicimus,  et  cap.  xxi.  p.  aoSj  303.  Lugd. 
prolatione  generatum,  et  idcirco  Rlium 
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was  right,  that  so  he  might  come  to  his  condusion,  that  they 
are  Spirit  of  Spirit ;  which  they  could  not  be,  unless  each  of 
them  were  Spirit.  This  therefore  is  mentioned,  not  because  it 
makes  them  ane^  but  because  they  could  not  be  one  without  it. 
They  must  be  Spirit  and  J^rit,  to  be  Spirit  of  Spirit :  but  the 
latter  contains  more  than  the  former ;  and  it  is  into  this  that 
TertuUian  resolves  the  formal  reason  of  the  Unity ;  or  rather, 
both  considerations  are  included  in  his  notion  of  Unity  of  vuh- 
9t<mc€.  This  will  appear  from  a  bare  literal  rendering  of  his 
words.  "  We  have  learned  that  he  {God  the  Son)  is  prolated, 
"  and  by  YAr  prolation  generated^  and  upon  that  score  he  is  styled 
"  Son  of  Oody  and  God,  from  Unity  of  substance.  For  even  God 
"  {the  Father)  is  Spirit :  and  when  a  ray  is  produced  from  the 
'*  stm,  a  portion  from  the  whole,  the  swn  is  in  the  my,  because 
**  it  is  the  sun'^s  ray  ;  and  the  substance  is  not  separated,  but  ex- 
*'  tended  :  in  like  manner,  here  is  Spirit  of  Spirit,  and  God  of 
'*  God,  as  Light  of  Light.^  You  see  how  TertuUian  makes  it 
necessary  to  Unity  of  substance,  that  the  substance  be  not 
separate :  and  thus  Father  and  Son  are  om,  not  merely  because 
each  of  them  is  Spirit,  but  because  both  are  imdivided  substance, 
or  Spirit ;  Spirit  of  Spirit.  When  I  wrote  i^^y  Defence,  I 
thought  a  hint  might  have  been  sufficient  in  things  of  this 
nature ;  little  imagining  I  should  ever  have  the  trouble  of 
explaining  such  matters  as  these,  which  appear  by  their  own 
light,  upon  a  bare  inspection  into  the  author. 

XIII.  In  the  next  place,  I  charged  you<  with  a  misccmstruc- 
tlon  of  a  noted  passage  in  Irenseus.  To  this  you  make  no  reply 
at  all ;  wherefore  it  stands  as  before ;  and  I  have,  I  suppose, 
your  tacit  allowance  to  triumph  here,  as,  in  a  former  place,  your 
express  permission. 

XIV.  I  found  fault"  with  your  representation  *of  TertuUian  ; 
as  if  that  writer  beUeved  God  the  Son  to  have  been,  in  his 
highest  capacity,  igrwrant  of  the  day  of  judgment.  To  this  you 
make  answer,  (Reply,  p.  2i.)  that  ^'  you  only  cite  his  express 
"  words  without  any  descant  upon  them.''  It  is  very  true  that 
you  make  no  formal  descant  upon  those  very  words ;  but  both 

•before  and  after,  you  are  arguing,  with  aU  your  might,  against 
TertuUian's  belief  of  the  eternity  and  conmbstantiaUty.  I  hope  it 
is  no  affiront  to  suppose  that  you  had  some  meaning  in  bringing 

*  Defence^  vol.  i.  p.  513,  516.     "  Ibid.  p.  516.     «  Disquis.  Mod.  p.  147. 
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in  the  passages  about  the  Son^s  iffnorance ;  and  that  you  would 
have  your  readers  think  ihempertineiU^  at  least,  to  the  point  in 
hand.  The  whole  design  of  your  book,  and  what  goes  before 
and  after,  in  the  same  section^  sufficiently  shew  your  intention  in 
citing  those  passages ;  and  are,  interpretatively,  a  descant  upon 
them.  Your  meaning  and  purport  in  it  is  so  plain,  that  no 
reader  can  mistake  it :  wherefore  your  pretence  now  that  you 
have  made  no  descant  up<m  the  words,  after  you  find  that  you 
are  not  able  to  defend  your  sense  of  them,  is  a  very  poor  evasion. 
There  were  two  citations  from  Tertullian  about  the  Son's  igno- 
ra/nce.  I  had  shewn  that  one  of  them  plainly  relates  to  Christ's 
human  nature ;  and  I  might  reasonably  judge  from  thence  the 
same  thing  of  the  other  also^  since  both  are  of  the  same  author. 
It  is  not  therefore  strictly  true  l^t  I  anstoer  nothing,  as  you 
pretend,  to  the  first  citation  :  for,  by  answering  one,  I  have,  in 
efiect,  answered  both.  It  was  your  business  to  prove  that  either 
of  the  passages  were  to  be  understood  of  Christy  in  his  highest 
capacity  :  but  for  want  of  proofs  you  are  content  to  insmuaiie  it 
only  to  your  reader ;  and  so  you  leave  it  with  him,  trusting  to 
his  weakness  or  partiality.  However,  instead  of  asking  a  proof 
of  you,  I  gave  you  a  proof  of  the  contrary ;  demonstrating  from 
the  context,  (especially  from  the  words  exdamans  quod  se  Dew 
reliqfiisdety  which  Tertullian  in  express  words  interprets  of  the 
human  nature^)  that  the  supposed  ignorance  of  Christ  was  under- 
stood by  Tertullian  of  Christ's  humanity  only.  Now  you  say 
(p.  22.)  that  "  the  words,  inoum  (mly  to  the  Father,  exclude  the 
^^Son  in  all  capacities.'"  Very  well  then;  I  had  the  good 
fortune  to  hit  your  meaning  before,  though  you  made  no  descant 
upon  the  words.  As  to  your  pretence  from  the  term  (m/y,  there 
is  no  ground  for  it.  No  man  of  any  judgment,  that  is  at  all 
acquunted  with  TertuUian's  way  and  manner  of  explaining  the 
exclusive  terms^  relating  to  this  subject,  would  ever  draw  any 
such  inference  from  them.  But  you  have  a  further  pretence^ 
that  "  all  the  words  preceding  speak  not  of  the  Son  of  man, 
"  but  of  the  Son  of  God.''  The  reason  is,  because  he  was  to 
prove  that  the  Son  of  God  was  really  distinct  from  the  Father  ; 
and  that  the  Father  was  not  incarnate,  as  the  Praxeans  pretended.^ 
He  proves  it  unanswerably  from  this  topic,  among  others  ;  that 
in  regard  to  the  Son's  ignorance  of  the  day  of  judgment.  Father 

y  Vid.  TertulL  contr.  Prax.  cap.  a,  6,  i8,  19- 
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and  Son  are  plainly  spoken  of,  as  of  two  Persons;  one  as  tnornnffy 
the  other  as  not  knowing^  though  in  a  certain  respect  only: 
wherefore  the  Father  himself  was  not  the  Person  incarnate, 
which  was  to  be  proved.  In  this  view,  Tertnllian'^s  argument  is 
just  and  conclusive;  and  the  text  relating  to  the  Son's  ignorance 
j>ertinently  aUeged,  though  understood  of  Chrisf^s  humanity. 
This  I  observed  before,  and  explained  more  at  large  in  my 
Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  517, 518,  &c.  You  resolve,  notwithstanding^ 
to  proceed  in  your  own  way,  and  to  make  a  show  of  saying  some*- 
thing,  though  you  find  yourself  already  foreclosed,  and  every 
objection  obviated.  You  say  thus :  "  From  this  mistake  of 
"  Tertullian'^s  citing  texts  relating  only  to  Cbrist*s  human  na- 
"  ture,  he  saw  this  objection  would  arise,  that  the  Fathers 
*^  argued  impertinently  against  the  Sabellians.'*'  I  did  indeed 
foresee,  that  there  might  be  some  colour  for  such  an  ob^ctioHy 
among  those  that  take  things  upon  the  first  view^  without  look" 
ing  any  furtha*.  I  proposed  the  objection  fairly,  and  then  fully 
answered  it ;  as  the  reader  may  please  to  see  in  my  Defence. 
And  now,  what  have  you  to  reply?  I  had  said  that  Catholics 
and  Sabellians  both  allowed  that  God  was  incamate,  and  that 
the  main  question  (that  is,  so  far  as  concerns  the  incamationy 
whereof  I  was  speaking)  vxiSy  whether  the  Father  himself  made 
one  Person  with  Chrisfs  human  nature^  or  no.  In  answer  hereto, 
you  make  a  show  of  contradicting  me  without  opposing  me  at 
aU,  except  in  one  particular,  wherein  you  are  {Mainly  mistaken. 
You  run  off  for  near  a  page  together,  telling  us  only  trite  things 
which  every  body  knows,  concerning  the  dispute  between  Ca- 
tholics and  Sabellians.  If  by  singular  essence  be  meant  the  same 
with  HypostoMSy  er  Person^  (as  you  understand  it,)  that  indeed 
was  the  main  article  of  dispute  between  Catholics  and  Sabellians, 
whether  Father  and  Son  were  one  and  the  same  Hypostasis. 
But  when  the  principles  of  each  side  were  brought  down  to  the 
particular  case  oi  the  incarnation,  then  the  main  point  in 
question  was,  whether  the  Hypostasis  ot  the  Father  wsa*  incar- 
nate or  no.  The  Sabellians  allowing  but  one  divine  Hypostasis, 
and  yet  admitting  God  to  be  incarnate,  were  of  course  obliged 
to  assert  it :  and  the  Catholics,  on  the  other  hand,  admitting 
more  divine  Hypostases  than  one,  denied  it.  How  the  Cathc^cs 
proved  their  point,  I  shewed  you  distinctly ;  and  you  have  no- 
thing of  moment  to  reply  to  it.  Only  you  are  pleased  to  acquaint 
OS  with  an  invention  of  your  own,  that  the  ^^  Sabellians  allowed 
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*'  in  Jesus  only  flesh ;  and  by  the  Spirit  of  Jesns  they  understood 
"  the  Oodhead  of  the  Father.^  But  who,  before  yourself,  ever 
reckoned  it  among  the  Sabellian  tenets,  that  Christ  had  no 
hwiMm  sotdf  It  is  very  peculiar  of  you  to  cite  TertuUian  in 
proof  of  it,  on  account  of  these  words ;  dicentes  Filiwn  camem 
€8se^  id  est  hominem,  id  est  Jesum  ;  Pairem  awtem  Spiritvm,  id  est 
Dewn :  when  TertuUian,  in  the  very  passage,  interprets  Jlesh  by 
i»a»,  and  Jesus  /  and  interprets  J^rit  by  divine  Spirit,  or  Qod. 
As  to  the  belief  of  Christ's  human  sotd,  it  was  an  established 
article  of  faith  in  Tertullian'^s  time,  as  appears  from  several 
passages 2 ;  and  before  TertuUian,  as  is  clear  from  Irenseus*  and 
Justin  Martyr^.  How  then  comes  it  to  pass,  that  none  of  the 
Catholics  ever  took  notice  of  this  error  of  the  Sabellians,  their 
denying  a  human  soul?  I  mention  not  how  the  SabeUian  hypo- 
thesis must  have  been  very  needlessly  and  stupidly  clogged  by 
such  a  tenet:  for  they  could  never  have  given  any  tolerable 
account  of  the  Son's  praying  to  the  Father,  of  his  increasing  in 
wisdom,  of  his  being  afflicteil  and  sore  troubled,  and  crying  out 
in  his  agonic  and  suflerings,  without  the  supposition  of  a  human 
soul.  What  ?  Was  it  only  walking  fleshy  or  animaied  clay^  that 
did  aU  this  %  Or  was  it  the  Hypostasis  of  the  Father,  the  eternal 
God,  as  such,  that  did  these  things !  You  aUow  only  these  two  ; 
and  not  caring,  it  seems,  how  stupid  and  sensdess  you  make  aU 
the  SabeUians,  one  of  these  you  must,  of  course,  father  upon 
them.  It  is  true  that  they  supposed  the  Father  to  have  suffered^ 
and  they  were  therefore  called  Patripassians :  that  is,  they  sup- 
posed the  Father  to  suffer  (as  we  believe  of  the  Son)  in  the  htmtan 
nature.  But  they  were  never  so  gross  and  wUd  in  their  imagin- 
ations as  to  suppose  the  Godhead,  as  such,  to  suffer,  to  be  sore 
troubled,  to  be  in  agonies,  to  cry  out,  &c.  And  yet  it  is  ridiculous 
to  apply  this  to  flesh  only,  without  a  soul :  neither  can  it  be 
reasonably  imagined  of  the  SabeUians,  unless  they  believed  of 
men  in  general,  that  they  have  no  such  thing  as  a  soul  distinct 
from  the  body.  In  short,  their  retreating  at  length  to  this, 
that  there  were  two  Hypostases^  in  Christ,  a  divine  and  human, 
in  order  to  solve  the  difficulties  they  were  pressed  with,  suffi- 
ciently discovers  their  sentiments.     For  neither  could  that  sub- 

»  Tertoll.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  i6,  30.  ^  Justin.  M.  Apol.  ii.p.  26.  Ox. 

de  Carn.  Christi,  cap.  10.  «  Vid.  TertuU.  contr.  Frax.  cap.  27. 

^     *  Iren«  lib.  v.  cap.  i.  p.  293.  ed.  Comp.  Athanas.  contr.  Sabell.  GregaL 

Bened.  p.  39.  ed.  Bened. 
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terAige  do  them  any  service,  unless  Jesus  was  supposed  a  distinct 
Person;  nor  could  they  be  so  weak  as  to  imagine  a  Utmg  carcase^ 
a  body  without  a  soul,  to  be  Vb  person.  To  conclude  this  article, 
the  Sabellians,  when  they  retired  at  length  to  that  saho^  taking 
sanctuary  in  tioo  Hypostases^  understood  one  of  them  to  be  God 
the  Father,  the  other,  the  man  Christ  Jesus^  :  which  was  after^ 
wards  the  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samosata>  and  of  Photinus,  who 
thus  refined  upon  the  Sabellian  heresy.  But  I  have  been  rather 
too  long  in  confuting  a  pretence,  which  has  nothing  to  counte- 
nance it  in  history ;  besides  that  it  is  plainly  repugnant  to  good 
sense. 

XV.  The  next  thing  I  charged  you  with®,  was  your  pre^ 
tending,  falsely,  that  Bp.  Bull  had  not  shewn  that  the  Fathers 
of  the  second  century  resolved  the  Unity  into  the  same  principle 
with  the  Nicene  Fathers.  I  observed  that  the  Bishop  had 
shewn  it,  referring  you  to  the  place  where  ^.  You  now  say 
in  your  Reply,  (p.  24.)  *^  That  which  the  Bishop  has  done  in  that 
*'  section  is  fully  answered  and  refuted,  p.  197,  198.'"  I  have 
turned  to  those  pages  in  your  Disquisitions,  and  can  see  nothing 
like  it;  except  it  be  your  fancy,  or  fiction,  that  the  Ante-Nicene 
Fathers,  when  they  speak  of  the  Logos  as  existing  in  the  Father 
before  his  coming  forth,  mean  it  of  an  attribute  only,  and  nothing 
real.  This  groundless  surmise  is  at  large  confuted  by  Bishop 
BuU^:  and  give  me  leave  also  to  refer  you  to  what  I  have 
observed**  on  that  head.  What  you  add,  relating  to  Clemens 
Bomanus,  is  only  gratis  diettbm,  and  wants  to  be  proved. 

XVI.  I  blamed  you*  further  for  referring^  to  Basil,  as 
an  evidence  that  Gregory  Thaumaturgus  believed  God  the  Son 
to  be  a  creature.  You  tell  me  in  your  Keply,  (p.  24.)  that 
you  "  say  nothing  of  his  (Gregory'^s)  faith. ''  Please  to  look  back 
to  your  Modest  Disquisitions,  and  revise  your  own  former 
thou^ts,  which  run  thus:  ^*  Lastly,  it  is  to  be  noted  that 
''  neither  Gregory  Thaumaturgus,  who,  as  St.  Basil  witnesseth, 
"  depressed  Christ  into  the  rank  0/ creatures,  (in  creaturarvm  censwn 
"  depressit,)  nor  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  who,  as  the  same 
^'  (Basil)   witnesseth,  denied  the  consuistaMiality^  could  have 

^  See  this  expressly  asserted    in  ?  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  sect.  iii.  cap.  5, 6, 

Athanasius,  torn.  ii.   p.   39.   before  7,  8,  9,  10. 

r^erred  to.  ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  360,  &c.  Ser- 

e  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  518.  mens,  vol.  ii.  p.  149,  &c. 

'  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  Nic.  sect.  iv.  cap.  I  Ibid.  vol.  1.  p.  518. 

4.  ^  Mod.  Disq.  p.  84. 
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"  thongfat  rightly  (recte  sentire  potmsse)  of  tfie  proper  eternity  of 
"  Christ.""  Is  this  saying  nothing  of  Gregory's  faith  f  though 
he  depressed  the  Son  into  the  rank  of  creatures^  as  you  tell 
us  he  did ;  and  though  he  could  not  think  (i.  e.  heUeve)  rightly 
of  Christ's  proper  eternity j  as  you  also  say ;  yet  you  have  said 
nothing  of  Gregory's  faith.  Ridiculous  :  you  have  said  it,  and 
quoted  Basil  for  it;  notwithstanding  that  Bishop  Bull  had 
demonstrated  the  contrary  even  from  Basil  himself;  as  I  before 
observed,  and  you  do  not  gainsay.  And  now,  to  use  your  own 
words,  relating  to  this  article,  ^^  let  the  reader  judge  where  the 
**  falsehood  lies."  Your  repeating  some  things  from  Petavius 
and  Huetins,  upon  this  occasion,  signifies  little.  Bp.  Bull  had 
considered,  and  answered  what  those  two  great  men  had  said : 
and  you  come  up  again  with  the  same  baffled  objections ;  though 
you  are  so  sensible  that  they  have  been  fully  answered^  that  you 
have  not  a  word  to  reply,  but  are  forced  tacitly  to  allow  that 
Gregory's /ai^A  was  right ;  however  he  happened  to  drop  some 
suspected  words,  which  were  made  an  ill  use  of. 

XVII.  I  charged  you^  with  the  revival  of  an  old  objection, 
which  Bishop  Bull  had  ingenuously  set  forth  in  its  full  force,  and 
as  fully  answered™. 

To  this  you  reply,  (p.  25.)  that  you  have  fully  confuted  this 
pretended  answer  of  the  Bishop's,  in  your  Dissertation  de 
Scriptur,  Interpret,  p.  51,  5a.  and  also  in  the  place  cited  of  your 
Mod.  Disqiiis.  p.  87,  88.  I  have  turned  to  your  Dissertation, 
and  find  what  you  point  to  in  the  Preface,  p.  51,  5  a.  There  I 
meet  with  two  or  three  exceptioqp,  mostly  wide  of  the  point,  and 
scarce  deserving  notice.  We  must  suppose  our  readers  ac- 
quainted with  the  argument  we  are  upon,  which  it  would 
be  tedious  to  give  at  length:  and  now  I  will  shew  you  how 
slight  your  objections  are. 

1.  First,  you  say,  that  the  "appearance  of  Christ's  divine 
*'  nature"  (to  the  Patriarchs)  "under human  form,  did  not  make 
"  the  Logos  another  God  from  the  Father."  No,  certainly ;  nor 
did  any  of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  pretend  it:  but  if  the 
Logos  appeared  in  a  certain  manner  and  form ;  and  the  Father 
never  appeared  in  any  manner  or  form ;  the  Logos  is  not  the 
Father :  which  was  the  thing  to  be  proved. 

2.  You  object,  that  "  certainly  the  divine  nature  of  Christ 

»  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  518,  &c.  »  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  N.  p.  267. 
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"  waa  in  heaven^  when  it  appeared  on  earth.*"  Undoubtedly : 
and  those  very  writers  who  represent  the  Father  as  being 
in  heaven,  and  the  S(m  as  being  on  earth,  yet  acknowledge 
them  both  to  be  equally  present  every  where :  and  they  refer  it 
to  the  oUoiofila^,  that  the  two  Persons  are  represented,  as 
it  were,  in  different  places ;  one  here,  the  other  there. 

3.  You  object,  that  "those  ancients  who  looked  upon  it 
"  as  impious  to  ascribe  to  the  Father  such  things  as  they  made 
•'  no  scruple  of  applying  to  the  Son,  miist  have  ih<mght  there 
"  was  some  difference  between  the  Father  and  Son  in  those 
"  respects.'*'  I  answer,  that  they  thought  of  no  more  difference 
than  this,  that  one  was  a  Father^  and  the  other  a  Son ;  and 
that  one  was  to  be  incarnate,  and  the  other  not.  It  would  have 
been  impious  to  ascribe  to  the  Person  of  the  Father  what 
was  proper  to  the  Person  of  the  Son ;  not  only  because  the 
Father  was  never  to  be  sent^  nor  to  act  a  ministerial  part, 
any  more  than  he  was  to  be  incarnate;  but  also  because  the 
tendency  of  such  pretences  was  to  make  Father  and  Son 
one  Hypostasis^  or  Person^  and  was  in  reality  to  deny  that  there 
was  any  Son  at  all.  Your  citations  from  Tertullian  and  Justin 
Martyr  are  not  pertinent,  unless  you  supposed  yourself  to 
be  arguing  against  Sabellians.  Having  done  with  your  Disser- 
tation, let  us  next  come  to  Disquis.  Modest,  p.  87.  There, 
I  must  observe,  you  have  hardly  one  word  to  the  purpose.  All 
that  you  prove  is,  that  Father  and  Son  are  not  one  numerical 
essence^  in  your  sense;  that  is,  they  are  not  one  numerical 
Person^  which  is  readily  allowed  :  as  also  that  they  have  not  one 
numerical  will,  power,  &c.  in  your  sense,  though  they  have 
in  another.  Voltmias  de  voluntate,  potentia  de  potentia  is  the 
Catholic  doctrine,  as  much  as  substantia  de  substantia,  or  Deus 
de  Deo,  In  short,  if  you  would  do  any  thing  towards  confuting 
Bishop  Bull,  you  should  answer  the  authorities  which  he 
brought,  to  prove  that  those  very  Ante-Nicene  writers  (who 
argued  that  it  could  not  be  the  Father  that  appeared^  and 
descended^  and  was  found  in  a  place)  acknowledged,  notwith- 
standing, that  the  Son  was,  in  his  own  nature,  invisible  and 

^  Habes    FHium  in  terns,  habes  tate:  FHium  qiioque  ut  individuum 

Patrem  in  cselis:  non  est  separatio  cum  ipso  ubique.     Tamen  in  ipsa 

ista,  sed  dispositio  divina.     Caeterum  oIkovo^^  Pater  voluit  Fllium  in  terns 

sdas  Deum  etiam  intra  ab]^8sos  esse,  haben,  se  vero  in  caelis.   TertuU,  adv. 

et  ubique  consistere,  sed  vi  et  potes-  Prax»  cap.  2. 
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omnipresent,  as  well  as  the  Father ;  and  that  the  same  writers 
(some  of  them)  expressly  interpreted  those  appearances,  &c.  of  the 
oWovoyXa,  economy,  or  dispensation,  which  it  pleased  God  the 
Son  to  run  through;  transacting  all  matters  between  God 
the  Father,  and  the  world  of  creatures.  As  to  the  oUovofilaj 
and  what  Bishop  Bull  intends  by  it,  the  reader  may  see  in  his 
Defence  of  the  Nicene  Faith,  (p.  i  o.)  What  you  mean  by  denying 
it  is  very  hard  to  conjecture,  unless  you  have  some  weak  evasion 
(Reply,  p.  26.)  in  the  words,  "  beginning  from  the  fall  of  Adam  r*** 
for  you  say,  and  seem  to  lay  some  stress  upon  it,  that "  it  began 
"  from  the  beginning  of  the  creation.*"  Does  Bishop  Bull  deny 
that!  See  his  own  words  in  the  margin®.  But,  it  seems,  you 
are  to  construe  Bishop  Bull's  saying,  that  it  was  as  ^^  high  as 
**  the  fall  of  Adam,*"  (in  opposition  to  such  as  supposed  it 
to  commence  at  the  incarnation,  and  no  sooner,)  as  if  he  had 
said,  it  began  from  the  fall  of  Adam:  and  this  you  are  to 
do,  only  to  find  some  pretence  for  contradicting  Bishop  Bull, 
and  diverting  the  reader  from  the  point  in  hand.  I  referred 
you  (Defence^  vol.  i.  p.  518.)  to  authors  p,  ancient  and  modem, 
who  asserted  the  ohcovofxCa  in  Bishop  Bull's  sense.  To  which 
you  have  nothing  of  any  moment  to  oppose ;  only  you  discover 
a  great  dissatisfaction  that  Bishop  Bull  had  so  well  guarded  his 
point,  and  vindicated  his  doctrine,  that  all  your  most  pompous 
and  plausible  pretences  fall  before  him. 

XVIII.  I  charged  you«i  with  setting  Clemens  of  Rome,  and 
St.  Paul,  at  variance  ;  and  yet  giving  the  preference  to  Clemens, 
as  "  laying  Christianity  before  us  in  its  naked  simplicity.""  To 
this  article  you  are  pleased  to  say  never  a  word. 

XIX.  I  took  notice  also,  in  another  place',  of  your  sophistical 
way  of  reasoning  against  the  belief  of  mysteries ,  or  matters  above 
comprehension.  I  called  upon  you  (vol.  i.  p.  459,  460.)  to 
explain  your  meaning,  and  to  let  us  know  distinctly,  what  there 
is  in  the  doctrine  of  the  ever  blessed  Trinity,  to  give  you  such 
offence,  and  to  raise  your  zeal  against  it ;  whether  it  be  that  the 
doctrine  is,  in  your  judgment,  coTntradidory  to  reason,  or  only 


o  Deus  Pater,  quemadmodum  per  Clem.  Alex.  p.  831,  955.  ed.  Ox.  Ta- 
lcum 8uum  munaum  primitus  con-  tian.  cap.  8.  ed.  Ox.    Hippol.  contr. 
didit  creavitque;  ita  per  eundem  Fi-  Noet.  p.  12, 15.  Fabric.  Vales.  Not.  in 
Hum  se  deinceps   mundo   patefecit.  Euseb.  p.  5, 6,  90, 253. 
Bull,  Bef,  F.  N.  p.  10.  ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  519. 

P  TertnlL  contr.  Prax.  cap.  2,  3.  '  Ibid.  p.  453. 
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above  reason ;  or  that  it  is  v/nscriptwrdl.  only,  and  no  more :  but 
to  this  also  you  vouchsafe  no  reply. 

XX.  I  charged  you  further  (vol.  i.  p.  350.)  with  using  a  bad 
art,  to  serve  a  bad  cause :  which  was  the  severest  thing  I  had 
said  of  you,  and  which  you  had  given  me  just  occasion  for;  as 
I  shewed  plainly  in  the  place  referred  to.  In  apology  for  your- 
self, (Reply,  p.  56.)  you  cite  a  passage  of  my  Defence,  (vol.  i.  p. 
527.)  where  I  say,  "  A  writer  is  not  to  be  blamed,  in  some  cases, 
'*  for  taking  what  is  to  his  purpose,  and  omitting  the  rest.*"  To 
which  give  me  leave  to  answer  in  my  own  words,  as  they  follow 
in  the  same  page ;  "  But,  as  the  case  is  here,  the  best,  and  in- 
"  deed  only  light,  to  direct  the  reader  to  the  true  meaning  of 
"  what  is  cited^  is  left  out.^  You  say,  your  "  design  being  only 
"  to  prove  from  the  words  of  Justin*,  that  Christ  was  God, 
"  Kara  fiovkriv  avrov,  according  to  the  wiU  of  his  Father ,  what  rea- 
"  son  could  you  have  to  add  that  he  was  also  styled  an  angel  T 
But,  do  you  not  yet  perceive  that  the  question  is,  whether  Christ 
be  said  to  be  God  Karh  povkfjv  avrov,  according  to  the  mU  of  the 
Father^  in  that  place  of  Justin,  or  no  ?  The  words,  literally  ren- 
dered, run  thus :  "  Who,  according  to  his  (the  Father'^s)  will,  is 
^'  both  God,  being  his  Son,  and  an  angel  as  ministering  to  his 
'*  Father^s  will.*"  The  meaning  of  the  passage  is  not,  as  you 
represent  it,  that  Christ  is  "  God,  by  the  will  of  the  Father,'^ 
(though  even  that  might  bear  a  good  sense,)  but  that  it  pleased 
God  that  his  Son,  who  was  God  already,  as  God's  Son,  should  be 
an  angd  also.  That  he  was  God,  was  a  necessary  thing ;  but 
that  he  should  be  both,  was  not  so.  This  I  took  to  be  the  true 
sense  of  the  passage.  For  Justin  gives  the  reason  why  he 
was  God ;  it  was  because  he  was  GocTs  Son.  He  resolves  his 
divinity  into  Sonship  here,  as  indeed  every  where;  and  Sonshy^ 
into  communication  of  stibstance,  as  I  have  observed  above.  Now 
let  us  consider  what  you  had  done  with  this  passage.  The 
Latin  version  runs  thus :  Qui  juxta  volumMtem  ejus,  et  Deus .  est^ 
Filius  quippe  ipsius,  et  angelus  ex  eo  quod  sententice  Ulius  est  ad- 
minister. Instead  whereof  you  give  us  this :  Qui  ex  voluntas 
ipsius,  et  Deus  est  et  Filius  ipsius.  Here,  by  putting  in  the  par- 
ticle et  before  Filius^  and  leaving  out  et  angelus,  you  determine 

B  Thv  Kara  PovXrjv  rrjv  (Kflvov  Koi        Personie  autem  Christi  convenit^  ut 
0€6v  Svra,  vl6v  avrov  Koi  SyytXop  ck    et  Deus  sit,  quia  Dei  Filius ;  et  ange- 


Tov  vmjptTtiv  rg  yv^fiij  avrov.    Dial,    lus  sit,  quoniam  patem«  dispositionis 
p.  370.  adnuntiator  est.  Novat.  cap.  26. 

Compare  the  words  of  Novatian :  ^  Whitby,  Disquisit.  Mod.  p.  33. 
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tbe  words  to  your  own  sense^  though  capable  of  another  senae 
afi  they  lie  in  the  author.  This  is  what  I  had  just  reason  to 
complain  of,  that  you  should  take  upon  you  to  leave  out,  and 
put  in,  what  you  please,  to  tie  the  words  down  to  your  own 
meaning ;  when  the  words  otherwise  may,  or  rather  must,  bear 
a  different  construction,  if  you  please  to  let  them  appear  entire, 
and  without  any  interpolation. 

You  say,  (Reply,  p.  56.)  that  you  "had  authority  fmm 
"  Justin^s  own  words  to  do  this.*"  What  \  Had  you  authority 
from  Justin'*s  own  words  to  change  both  his  words  and  his  sense ! 
He  does  not  say  that  Christ  wca  God^  and  a  Son  too  by  the  will 
of  the  Father;  but  that  he  was,  according  to  the  will  of  the 
Father,  both  God,  as  being  his  Son,  and  an  angel.  I  insist 
upon  it,  that  the  meaning  may  be  no  more  than  this,  that  it 
pleased  Grod  that  he  who  was  already  God,  should  not  only  be 
Gody  but  an  angel  also ;  and  that  though  it  was  owing  to  God^s 
good  pleasure,  that  he  was  hoth^  yet  it  was  necessary  for  him  to 
be  ofMj  as  he  was  partaker  of  the  divine  substance,  being  God's 
Son.  You  cite  other  passages  of  Justin,  declaring  that  Christ 
was  0€is  iK  rov  eli/cu  riKvov  Tspw&roKov  r&v  6k<ap  KTiafxinaVy  God 
as  hemg  horn  (or  begotten)  before  all  creatures :  and  that  he  was 
€>€iy,  0€o9  vlis  imipx<AVy  God  as  being  the  Son  of  God.  Now 
these  and  the  like  passages  make  against  you,  as  shewing  that 
Justin  resolved  Christ's  divinity  into  his  Smship^  that  is,  commth 
nion  of  essence^  or  stibstance^^  not  into  voltmtary  appointment. 
If  it  be  objected  that  he  was  a  Son  Kara  /3ovAV  according  to 
Justin,  and  that  therefore  he  must  be  God  Karh  fiovkfjVy  if  he  be 
God  as  GocTs  Son ;  I  answer,  that  the  consequence  is  not  just. 
For  while  Justin  understands  the  Sonship  of  a  temporal  and  vo- 
huntary  Trpoikevaris,  or  coming  forth^  he  supposes  the  Logos  not  to 
have  been  i(  ovk  ovnaVy  but  from  the  very  substance  of  the 
Father ;  and  therefore  he  was  GW,  as  having  ever  existed  before 
his  coming  forthy  in  and  with  the  Father.  In  a  word,  he  cams 
forthy  was  not  created,  and  therefore  he  is  God.  Had  he  been 
produced  from  nothifig,  as  creatures  are,  he  could  not  be  God : 
but  since  he  came  forth  as  a  Son,  of  the  same  divine  substance 
with  the  Father,  therefore  he  is  God.  This  I  take  to  be  the 
true  account  of  Justin's  principles  relating  to  this  head  ;  as  also 

"  Vid^  Justm.  Dial.  p.  183,  373.  Comp.  Apol.  i.  p.  44^  46.  Apol.  ii.  p.  13. 
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of  all  the  other  Fathers  that  speak  of  a  voltrntary  generation 
See  ray  Defence,  vol.  i.  Qu.  viii.  You  see  then,  how  wide  a 
difference  there  is  between  your  account  of  Justin  and  mine. 
I  desire  only  to  have  Justin'^s  text  fairly  represented  as  it  is.  To 
put  in  or  leave  out  any  thing  here,  and  thereby  to  determine  the 
sense  against  us,  in  so  critical  a  place  as  this,  is  very  unfair  and 
unjust ;  and  deserves  the  hardest  names  that  I  could  give  it. 
Let  us  have  no  tampering  with  texts.  You  may  argue  and 
reason  for  your  sense  of  the  passage,  if  you  please ;  as  I  do  also 
for  mine.  Only  let  our  readers  see  plainly  what  the  words  of  the 
author  are.  To  do  otherwise  is  corrupting  the  evidence,  per- 
verting judgment,  and  giving  sentence  before  the  cause  comes  to 
a  fair  hearing.  This  kind  of  management,  especially  in  so 
weighty  a  cause,  wherein  the  honour  of  our  God  and  Sammr  is 
so  nearly  concerned,  is  what  I  cannot  account  for :  and  if  upon 
this  occasion  I  expressed  some  wonder  and  astonishment,  that 
any  should  be  so  "  resolutely  eager  to  ungod  their  Saviour,  as 
"  not  to  permit  the  cause  to  have  a  fair  hearing ;""  I  suppose 
it  might  become  me  much  better  in  defence  of  my  Saviour^s 
honour,  than  those  intemperate  words  of  yours,  "  impudently 
"  false  assertion,**^  become  you,  in  your  blind  zeal  for  your  own. 

I  have  now  finished  what  I  intended  by  way  of  answer  to  your 
defensive  part.  Upon  the  whole,  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that, 
of  all  the  things  laid  to  your  charge,  whether  general  fallacies  or 
pafiicular  mistakes,  you  have  been  able  to  take  off  so  much  as 
one.  What  you  have  done,  or  shall  do,  in  the  offmsive  way,  may 
perhaps  be  considered  hereafter.  I  think  it  best  to  postpone 
my  second  part,  because  you  are  still  going  on  to  supply  me  with 
new  matter  for  it :  and  you  have  promised  the  public  great  things, 
to  appear  in  due  time.  I  am  now  pretty  well  acquainted  with 
you ;  and  may  therefore  presume  to  exhibit  to  the  reader,  or  to 
yourself,  a  brief  account  of  your  chief  materials,  with  which  you 
are  to  work  in  this  controversy,  and  upon  which  your  cause  is 
to  subsist. 

I.  In  the  first  place,  you  have  a  strong  presumption,  that 
"  two  or  more  persons  cannot  constitute  one  individual  or  nume« 
"  rical  being,  substance,  or  essence.**'  You  produce  testimonies 
of  Fathers  in  great  numbers,  proving  nothing  but  a  real  distinc- 
tion; and  by  virtue  of  the  prestmiption  laid  down,  (which  stands 
only  upon  courtesy,)  you  persuade  yourself,  that  those  testimonies 
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are  of  some  weight,  and  pertinently  alleged,  even  against  those 
who  admit  a  real  distinction,  as  much  as  the  Fathers  do. 

2.  In  the  second  place,  you  have  another  strong  prestm^tion^ 
that  no  kind  of  ^*  subordination  is  or  can  be  consistent  with  such 
**  equality,  or  such  union  as  we  maintain.'*^  Hereupon  you  pro- 
duce a  further  cloud  of  testimonies  from  the  ancientSy  proving 
nothing  but  a  subordination :  which  testimonies,  by  virtue  of  this 
your  second  presumption^  (standing  only  upon  cowrtesy^  as  the 
former,)  are  conceived  to  be  of  weight,  and  to  be  pertinently 
cited,  even  against  those  who  readily  admit  of  a  stibordinationy 
in  conformity  with  the  ancient  Fathers.  From  what  I  have 
observed  here,  and  under  the  former  article,  you  may  perceive 
that,  at  least,  nine  parts  in  ten  of  your  quotations  are  entirely 
wide  of  ihe  point ;  and  it  may  save  you  some  trouble  for  the 
future,  to  be  duly  apprized  of  it. 

3.  Besides  this,  you  have  some  expressions  of  Origen,  chiefly 
from  those  pieces  which  are  either  not  certainly  genuine,  or  not 
free  from  interpolation  ^  or  wrote  in  a  problematical  wayY,  or 
not  containing  Origen^s  mature  and  riper  thoughts ;  published 
perhaps  without  his  consent,  and  such  as  he  himself  afterwards 
disapproved  and  repented  of  ^.  And  those  you  urge  against  us, 
notwithstanding  that  we  appeal  chiefly  to  his  book  against  Gel- 
8U8,  which  is  certainly  Origen's,  and  which  contains  his  most 
mature  sentiments ;  and  from  whence  it  is  demonstrable  that 
Origen  was  no  Arian,  but  plainly  Anti-Arian». 

4.  You  lay  a  very  great  stress  upon  Eusebius,  as  if  he  were 
to  speak  for  all  the  Ante-Nicene  writers:  though  we  might 
more  justly  produce  Athanasius  (with  respect  to  his  two  first 
tracts)  as  an  Ante-Nicene  writer ;  and  his  authority  is,  at  least, 
as  good  as  the  other'^s.  Eusebius  must  be  of  little  weight  with 
us,  wherever  he  is  found  to  vary  either  from  himself,  or  from 
the  Catholics  which  lived  in  or  before  his  time.  Nothing  can 
be  more  unfair  than  to  represent  antiquity  through  the  glass  of 
Eusebius,  who  has  been  so  much  suspected ;  besides  that  we  can 
more  certainly  determine  what^  the  sentiments  of  the  earlier 
writers  were,  (from  their  own  works  still  extant,)  than  we  can 
what  Eusebius's  were ;  whose  writings  are  more  doubtful  and 

*  Vid.  Ruffin.  de  Adulter.  libro-  vol.  i.  p.  235. 

rum  Origen.  p.  240.  ed.  Bened.  Huet.  '  Vid.  Hieron.  de  Error.  Orig.  ad 

Origenian.  p.  233.  Pammach.  Ep.  xli.  p.  347.  ed.  Bened. 

y  Vid.  Pamph;  Apolog.  p.  221.  ed.  •  Vid.  BuU.  Def.  Rd.  Nic.  sect.  ii. 

Bened.    Phot.  Cknl.   117.   Athanas.  cap.  9. 
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ambiguous ;  insomuch  that  the  learned  world  have  been  more 
divided  about  him  and  his  opinions,  than  about  any  other  writer 
whatsoever. 

5.  Lastly,  you  bring  up-  again,  frequently,  some  concessions 
of  Petavius  and  Huetius ;  such  as  they  incautiously  fell  into, 
before  this  matter  had  been  thoroughly  canvassed,  as  it  hath 
been  since  by  Bishop  Bull,  and  other  great  men.  From  that 
time,  most  of  the  learned  men  in  Europe,  Momanists^  as  well  as 
Protestants^  appear  to  have  the  same  sentiments  of  the  Ante- 
Nicene  faithy  which  Bishop  Bull  had.  It  is  therefore  now  much 
out  of  time,  and  very  disingenuous,  to  lay  any  great  weight  upon 
the  judgment  of  Petavius  or  Huetius,  however  valuable  and 
learned,  since  this  matter  has  been  much  more  accurately 
inquired  into,  than  it  had  been  at  that  time.  Huetius  has 
lived  to  see  Bishop  Bull's  works,  (as  we  may  reasonably  pre- 
sume,) and  cannot  be  ignorant  how  highly  they  have  been 
valued  abroad :  yet  we  do  not  find  that  he  has  ever  complained  of 
any  injury  done  him  by  the  Bishop,  or  that  he  ever  thought  fit 
to  vindicate  himself,  or  his  great  oracle  Petavius;  to  whose 
judgment  (as  he  himself  laments)  he  had  once  dearly  paid  too 
great  a  deference*'. 

It  may  suffice,  for  the  present,  to  have  left  these  few  general 
hints  ;  by  means  of  which  an  intelligent  reader,  without  further 
assistance  from  me,  may  readily  discover  the  fallacy  of  your 
reasonings,  and  answer  the  most  plausible  objections  you  have 
to  urge  against  the  received  doctrine  of  the  blessed  Trinity.  If 
any  thing  more  particular  be  necessary  hereafter,  I  shall  (with 
God's  assistance)  endeavour  to  do  justice  to  the  cause  which  I 
have  taken  in  hand ;  and,  as  opportunity  serves,  shall  proceed 
in  detecting  sophistry,  laying  open  disguises,  exposing  mis- 
reports,  misquotations,  misconstructions,  or  any  other  engines 
of  deceit,  as  long  as  there  appears  to  me  any  probable  danger 
from  thence  arising  to  honest  well-meaning  men,  less  acquainted 
with  this  momentous  controversy.  In  the  interim,  I  am  with 
all  due  respect, 

SIR, 

Your  most  humble  Servant. 

b  See  Nelson's  Life  of  Bishop  Bull,  p.  345,  &c.  388.  «  Vid.  Huetii 
(Comment,  de  Rebus  ad  ilium  pertinent,  p.  70. 
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CHAP.  I. 
The  oecasian  and  de$ign  of  theie  papen. 

REMARKS  have  been  lately  publiahed  against  a  clause  con- 
tained m^kUU  which  had  been  brought  into  the  House  of 
Lordfl^  for  the  more  effectual  suppressing  of  bkuphem/f  and  pro^ 
faneneee.  It  has  been  observed,  among  other  things,  that  the 
elafusey  being  intended  as  a  ^M  against  Ariamm^  would  be  of 
little  use  or  significancy  as  to  the  end  designed  by  it ;  because 
those  who  are  now  understood  to  be  Arians,  are  ready  to  sub- 
scribe any  tert  of  that  kind^  containing  nothing  more  than  is 
ahready  contained  in  the  XXXIX  Articles.  The  JSemarier 
takes  notice,  that  those  gentlemen  make  no  scruple  of  sub- 
scribing to  our  Church's  forms :  it  is  their  (^vatoed  principle  that 
they  may  lawfully  do  it  in  their  aton  sense,  agreeably  to  what 
they  caQ  Seriptwre.  This  he  proves  from  their  decWed  senti- 
ments, not  only  in  common  conversation,  but  in  print ;  and  from 
their  constant  practice  of  late  years,  since  the  year  1712. 

If  this  be  matter  of  fact,  (as  I  am  afraid  it  is,)  it  may  be 
hij^  time  to  Inquire,  somewhat  more  particularly  than  hath 
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been  yet  done,  into  the  case  of  mbscription.  If  instead  of 
excusing  ^fravdulmt  subscription  on  the  foot  of  human  infirmity^ 
(which  yet  is  much  too  soft  a  name  for  it,)  endeavours  be  used 
to  defend  it  upon  prvMApk^  and  to  support  it  by  rmles  of  artj  it 
concerns  every  honest  man  to  look  about  him.  For  what  is 
there  so  vile  or  shameful,  but  may  be  set  off  with  false  colours, 
and  have  a  plausible  turn  given  it,  by  the  help  of  quirks  and 
subtilties  ?  Many,  without  doubt,  have  been  guilty  of  preoarir 
eating  with  staie-oaths  ;  but  nobody  has  been  yet  found  sanguine 
enough  to  undertake  the  defence  of  it  in  print.  Only  Church- 
subscriptiom^  though  of  much  the  same  sacred  natiure  with  the 
other,  may  be  securely  played  with :  and  the  plainest  breach  of 
sincerity  and  trust,  in  this  case,  shall  find  its  advocates  and 
defenders.  It  must  indeed  be  owned,  that  the  pretences  for  it 
have  not  been  particularly  confuted  or  examined.  The  reason 
is,  because  they  looked  more  like  a  wanton  exercise  of  wit  and 
fancy,  (though  it  is  dangerous  playing  with  sacred  things,)  than 
any  serious  design  to  convince  the  worid  of  the  justice  of  it. 
Besides  that  the  foundations  of  moral  honesty  were  thought  so 
deeply  rooted  in  the  hearts  of  men,  that  every  attempt  against 
them  must  soon  fall,  and  die  of  itself.  However,  because  the 
pretences  for  what  I  call  a  fraudulent  subscription  had  been 
recommended  by  a  person  of  some  character  in  the  learned 
world;  and  might  possibly  gain  ground  among  such  as  take 
things  impHcitfyy  upon  ibe  credit  of  axij  great  name ;  I  had  once 
prepared  a  formal  Answer  to  what  had.  bcen^  advanced  on  i2iat 
head :  and  I  designed  to  publish  it  by  way  of  introdnetion  to 
my  Defidnee.  But,  before'  my  papers  w^re  quita  wrought  off) 
there  appeared  a  seeond  edition  of  '^  Scriptmre  Doctrine,"  &e.' 
upon  perusal  whereof,  I  observed  that  ike  most  ofibnsi ve  passage 
of  the  Introduction^  rdating  to  subscription,  wm  leit  out :  and 
bei^des  that,  all  those  stnoige  and  uhaocotmiable  interpretations 
of  the  Athanasian  Greed,  &o.  (which  had  appeared  in 'the  ^fint 
edition,)  were  also  prudently  omitted ;  though*  those  were  all 
the  author  had  to  depend  on  for  the  justifying  his  flubicription. 
Upon  this,  I  was  willing  to  hope  that  the  learned'  Doctor  had 
gwen^  or  was  giving  vcpbiB  former  principles,  relating  to  snb^ 
saription :  and  I  thought  it  would  be  ui^nerous  now  to  attack 
him  in  his  weakest  hold^  after  he  had  himself  betrayed  a  su»« 
picion,  at  least,  thai  he  could  no  longer  maintain  it.  Wherefore 
I  contented  myself  with  a  short  remark  in  my  Preface,  entering 
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a  caveat  only,  against  any  one's  abusing  the  Doctor'^s  name  here- 
after, or  mispleading  his  authority,  in  the  case  of  subscription. 
It  was  not  long  before  a  nameless  writer  of  the  party  took  me 
up  for  the  charitable  suggestion  I  had  made  in  favour  of  the 
learned  Doctor.  That  writer  persisting  in  the  Doctor's  first 
sentiments,  and  being  very  unwilling  to  part  with  so  valuable  an 
authority,  was  pleased  to  oppose  the  conjecture  I  had  made 
upon  the  Doctor's  leaving  out  the  passage  in  his  Introduction. 
"  I  know  not,''  says  he,  "  for  what  reason  Dr.  Clarke  omitted 
"  those  words ;  but,  I  believe,  I  may  say,  it  was  not  for  the 
**  reason  Dr.  Waterland  insinuates,  viz.  that  such  subscription  is 
'*  not  jvgtifiaUe ;  because  the  same  thing  is  still  asserted  five  or 
"  six  times,  at  least,  in  the  Introduction  as  corrected  in  the  new 
"  edition'."  I  am  not  of  that  gentleman's  mind,  in  this  par- 
ticular. Nay,  if  it  might  not  look  vf^in,  I  would  presume,  after 
a  competent  acquaintance  with  the  Doctor's  books,  to  have  seen 
a  little  further  into  the  turn  of  his  thoughts,  than  perhaps  that 
writer  has  done :  and,  with  his  good  leave,  I  will  still  retain  the 
same  opinion  of  the  Doctor's  good  sense  and  integrity  so  far, 
which  I  had  when  I  wrote  my  Preface.  I  think  I  could  give  a 
tolerable  account  of  the  Doctor's  not  striking  out  every  passage 
in  his  Introduction  that  looked  that  way :  and  likewise  of  his 
great  reserve  and  caution,  in  not  telling  the  world,  plainly,  that 
he  had  changed  his  mind.  However,  if  I  mistake,  I  am  sure  it 
is  on  the  candid  and  charitable  side ;  and  on  that  which  must 
appear  much  more  for  the  Doctor's  honour,  (with  all  men  of 
sense,)  than  persisting  in  an  error  ever  can  be.  That  it  is  an 
error,  and  a  very  great  one,  I  mean  to  shew  in  these  papers : 
and  though  I  must,  in  appearance,  carry  on  a  dispute  against 
t^e  learned  Doctor,  because  the  objections^  for  the  most  part, 
must  be  produced  in  his  words ;  yet  I  would  be  understood,  in 
reality,  to  be  rather  disputing  this  point  with  the  Doctor's  dis- 
ciples, who  lay  a  greater  stress  upon  what  he  has  said,  than 
himself  now  seems  to  do ;  thereby  making  his  first  thoughts 
theirs^  after  they  have  (as  I  charitably  conceive)  ceased  to  be  his, 
I  shall  have  no  occasion  to  say  any  thing  in  defence  of  our 
excellent  Church,  as  to  her  requiring  svhscription ;  and  requiring 
it  according  to  her  oton  sense  of  holy  Scripture.  This  part  of 
tile  controversy  has  been  judiciously  cleared  and  settled  by  two 

»  Account  of  Pamphlets,  &c.  p.  17. 
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very  ingenious  writers ;  Mr.  Stebbing  in  his  Rational  Enqniiy, 
and  Mr.  Rogers  in  his  Discourse,  and  Review.  My  business  is 
only  to  begin  where  they  end,  and  to  shew  that,  as  the  Church 
requires  subscription  to  her  own  interpretation  of  Scripture,  so 
the  subscriber  is  bound,  in  virtue  of  his  subscription,  to  ^Aof, 
and  thai  only:  and  if  he  knowingly  subscribes  in  any  sense 
contrary  to,  or  different  from,  the  sense  of  the  vmposer^i  he 
prevaricates,  and  commits  ^  fraud  in  so  doing.  This  is  a  cause 
of  some  moment :  it  is  the  cause  of  plainness  and  sincerity,  in 
opposition  to  wiles  and  subtilties.  It  is  in  defence,  not  so 
,  much  of  revealed,  as  of  wxtwral  religion ;  not  of  the  fundamentals 
ot  faith,  but  of  the  principles  of  moral  honesty :  and  every  heresy 
in  morality  is  of  more  pernicious  consequence  than  heresies  in 
points  of  positi/oe  religion.  The  security  and  honour  of  our 
Church  are  deeply  concerned  in  this  question.  As  to  its  securityy 
every  body  sees  what  I  mean:  and  as  to  the  honour  or  reputation 
of  our  Church  abroad,  whenever  we  have  been  charged  with 
Sodimnism  or  Popery,  or  any  other  monstrous  doctrines,  we  had 
no  defence  so  ready  at  hand,  or  so  just  and  satisfactory,  as  this; 
that  our  subscriptions  were  sufficient  to  wipe  off  all  slander  and 
calumny.  The  good  of  the  StcUe,  as  well  as  of  the  Church,  is 
likewise  concerned  in  this  question:  because  there  can  be  no 
security  against  men^s  putting  their  oympriwUe  senses  upon  the 
public  laws,  oaths,  injunctions,  S^c,  in  contradiction  to  the  sense 
of  the  imposers,  if  these  principles  about  Church  subscription 
should  ever  prevail  amongst  us.  But  of  this,  more  will  be  said 
in  the  sequel.  I  designed  only,  at  present,  briefly  to  intimate 
the  importance  of  the  cause  I  am  inquiring  into ;  to  invite  the 
readers  to  the  more  careful  examination  of  it.  And  I  shall 
enter  into  the  merits  of  it,  as  soon  as  I  have  laid  down  the 
principles  of  the  men  I  am  now  concerned  with,  in  order  to  let 
us  into  the  true  staie  of  the  question, 

CHAP.  II. 

The  general  principles  or  sentiments  of  the  modem  Arians  (some 
of  them  at  least)  concemmg  subscription  to  our  public  forms. 

THE  author  of  the  Remarks  observes,  that  "  it  is  an  avowed 
^^  principle  among  them^  that  these  Articles^'  (the  XXXIX 
Articles)  ^^  may  lawfully  and  conscientiously  be  subscribed  in  any 
^'  sense  in  which  they  themselves,  by  their  own  interpretation, 
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*'  eofii^  reoonoile  them  to  Scripture,*"  (i.  e.  what  they  call  Scrip- 
ture ;  or  theur  (Mn  sense  of  Scripture,)  "  without  regard  to  the 
^^  meaning  and  intention,  either  of  the  persons  who  first  com- 
^^  piled  them,  or  who  now  imtK>se  them.**"  He  says  further,  that 
^' this  latitude  was  expressly  asserted  in  the  year  17 12,  by 
**^  a  learned  Doctor  of  divinity,  in  a  book  entitled,  *  The  Scripture 
**  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity ;'  and  was  advanced  on  purpose  to 
"  justify  their  subscribing.*"  It  is  very  well  that  the  doctrine 
can  be  dated  no  higher  than  the  year  1712;  as  indeed  it 
cannot;  being  entirely  new:  never  heard  of  among  9(]her 
casuists,  at  least,  before  that  time.  Now,  the  principid  words 
of  the  author  of  Scripture  Doctrine  (as  they  stand  in  the 
Introduction  to  the  first  edition)  are  these :  ''  It  is  plain  that 
^^  every  person  may  reasonably  agree  to  such  forms,'"  (our 
Ghurch''s  forms,  or  of  any  other  Protestant  Church,)  "  whenever 
^^  he  can  in  any  sense  at  all  reconcile  them  with  Scripture  :*" 
i.  e.  his  own  sense  of  Scripture.  It  is  observable  that  these 
words  axe  general;  and  somewhat  ambiffuous.  For  the  Doctor 
does  not  say,  in  any  sense  whereof  the  words  are  capable^  and 
withal  consistent  toith  Scripture^  but  consistent  tcith  Scripture 
only :  and  if  he  speaks  there  of  the  forms  ingeneralf  as  he  seems 
to  do,  he  might  possibly  mean,  that  any  man  may  agree  to  such 
forms  when  he  can  any  toay  reconcile  them :  whether  by  giving 
no  assent  to  passages  irreconcilable,  or  whether  by  substituting 
something  else  in  their  room:  and  this  would  amount  to  sub- 
scribing so  far  as  is  agreeable  to  Scripture.  I  know,  the  Doctor 
has  took  pains  to  reconcile  the  particular  passages  in  the  p^Alio 
forms  to  his  own  hypothesis;  from  whence  one  might  imagine 
that  he  takes  every  particular  expression  to  be  capable  of  a 
sense  consistent  with  his  scheme.  But  I  know  also,  and  shall 
shew  it  in  due  time,  that  he  has  often  given  a  sense  of  which 
the  words  he  is  there  commenting  upon  are  really  not  capable  : 
which  is  substituting  something  else  in  the  room  of  what  he  finds 
in  our  forms f  to  reconcile  them  to  his  hypothesis.  And  I  do  not 
remember  that  the  Doctor  has  ever  expressly  said,  that  every 
single  expression  of  the  puMic  forms  is  capable  of  a  sense 
agreeable  to  what  he  calls  S<nipture.  Wherefore  I  have 
thought  that  the  Doctor^s  real  meaning  was  to  subscribe 
with  this  reservation,  viz.  so  far  as  is  agreeable  to  Scripture; 
though  he  chose  to  word  it  something  differently,  and  less 
ofifonsively,  by  saying,  in  that  sense  wherein  they  are  agreeable. 
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What  confirms  me  in  this  suspicion  is,  that  several  of  the  Doc- 
tor's arguments  for  subscribing,  serve  equally  for  one  or  other ; 
and  will  either  justify  both  those  kinds  of  reservation,  or 
neither.  However  this  matter  be,  as  to  the  Doctor  himself,  it 
is  certain  that  others  of  the  party  have  expressed  themselves 
clearly  and  distinctly  on  this  bead ;  and  have  condemned  the 
way  of  subscribing  with  the  reserve  of,  so  far  as  is  agreeable 
to  the  Scripture;  resting  their  cause  entirely  upon  the  other, 
viz.  in  such  sense  wherein  they  are  agreeable. 

The  anonymous  author  of  the  Essay  on  imposing  and  sub- 
scribing Articles^  after  declaring  his  judgment  (so  far  judging 
right)  that  they  are  not  articles  of  peace  only,  but  of  opinion ; 
proceeds  to  condemn  the  notion  of  subscribing  so  far  as  is 
agreeable  to  Scripture ;  insisting  upon  it,  that  the  articles  are 
capable  of  a  sense  in  which  they  are  agreeable  to  what  he 
calls  Scripture  :  and  he  pretends  no  more  than  this,  that  a  man 
may  honestly  subscribe  in  any  sense  of  which  the  words  are 
capable^ y  and  withal  agreeable  to  Scripture. 

We  are  told  in  another  tract,  containing  an  accoimt  of 
pamphlets  relating  to  the  Trinitarian  controversy,  that  sub- 
scribing the  Articles  so  far  as  they  are  agreeable  to  Scripture, 
is  very  different  from  subscribing  the  same  in  any  sense  agreeable 
to  Scripture}  and  that  they  defend  only  the  latter,  having 
*^  explicitly^  condemned  the  former."*'  The  sum  then  of  what  is 
pretended  is  this.  It  is  first  supposed  that  the  Attides,  &c. 
are  capable  of  a  sense  agreeable  to  what  they  call  Scripture : 
and  then,  and  not  till  then,  it  is  supposed  they  may  be  sub- 
scribed. Their  defence  of  subscription  then  rests  upon  two 
suppositions. 

I,  That  every  expression  in  our  public  forms  is  capable  of 
a  sense  consistent  with  the  new  scheme. 

%.  That  their  being  capable  of  such  a  sense  is  enough ;  with- 
out regard  had  to  the  more  plain,  obvious,  and  natural  signifi- 
cation of  the  words  themselves,  or  to  the  intention  of  those  who 
first  compiled  the  forms,  or  who  now  impose  them. 

If  either  of  these  suppositions  (much  more  if  both)  proves  false 
or  groundless,  their  whole  defence  o{  Arian  subscription  drops 
of  course.     I  shall  shew, 

I.  That  the  sense  of  the  compilers  and  imposers   (where 

»>  Page  41.  ^  Page  20. 
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certainly  known)  must  be  r^liffwusly  observed ;  even  though 
the  words  were  capabU  of  another  sense. 

2,  That,  whatever  has  been  pretended^  there  are  several 
expi^essions  in  the  public  /arms^  whieh  are  really  not  capable 
of  any    sense   consistent  with  the   Arian  h^pothesis^   or  new 


CHAP.  III. 

Thai  the  sense  of  the  compilers  and  imposers,  when  certainly  knoum^ 
(as  in  the  present  case  it  i?,)  is  to  be  religiomhf  observed  by 
every  subscriber^  even  though  the  words  were  capaUe  of  another 
sense, 

BY  compilers^  I  mean  those  that  composed  the  Creeds^  Articles, 
or  other  fonns  received  by  our  Church.  By  imposers,  I  under- 
stand the  governors  in  Church  and  State,  for  the  time  being. 
The  sense  of  the  compilers^  barely  considered,  is  not  always  to  be 
observed ;  but  so  fisr  only  as  the  natural  and  proper  signi6cation 
of  words,  or  the  intention  of  the  imposers,  binds  it  upon  u&  The 
sense  of  the  compilers  and  imposers  may  generally  be  presumed 
the  same,  (except  in  some  very  rare'  and  particular  cases,)  and 
therefore  I  mention  both,  one  giving  light  to  the  other.  The 
rules  and  measures  proper  for  tmderstandinp  what  that  sense  is, 
are  and  can  be  no  other  than  the  same  which  arc  proper 
for  understanding  of  oaths^  laws,  covenants,  or  any  forms  or 
writings  whatever :  namely,  the  usual  acceptation  of  words  ;  the 
custom  of  speech  at  the  time  of  their  being  written ;  the  scope 
and  intention  of  the  writers,  discoverable  from  the  occasion, 
from  the  controversies  then  on  foot,  or  from  any  other  circum* 
stances  afFording  light  into  it.  This  is  the  true  and  only  way  to 
interpret  rightly  any/brm*,  books,  or  writings  whatever. 

The  pretences  to  the  contrary  shall  be  considered  in  their 
proper  place:  I  shall  now  hasten  to  the  proof  of  my  first 
position,  and  shall  be  very  brief  in  it;  there  being  little 
occasion  for  proving  so  clear  a  point :  what  is  most  nece8sai*y  is, 
to  wipe  off  the  dust  that  has  been  thrown  upon  it ;  and  that 
shall  be  done  in  due  time  and  place. 

I.  I  argue,  first,  from  the  case  of  oaths.  It  is  a  settled  rule 
with  casuists,  that  oaths  are  always  to  be  taken  in  the  sense 
of  the  itnposers :  the  same  is  the  case  of  solemn  leagues  or 
covenants.     Without  this  principle,  no  faith,  trust,  or  mutual 
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oonfidenoe  Could  be  kept  up  amongst  men.  Now,  Bubseriptwn  is 
much  of  the  same  nature  with  those ;  and  must  be  conceived  to 
carry  much  of  the  same  obligation  with  it.  It  is  a  solenm  and 
sacred  covenant  with  the  Church,  or  government ;  to  be  capable 
of  such  or  such  trusts  upon  certain  conditions :  which  conditions 
are  an  unfeigned  belief  of  those  propositions,  which  come  re- 
commended in  the  public  forms.  To  change  these  prepositions 
for  others,  while  we  are  plighting  our  faith  to  these  only,  (as  is 
supposed  in  the  veiy  acceptance  of  trusts,)  is  manifestly  a 
breach  of  covenant,  and  prevaricating  .with  God  and  man.  It  is 
pretendUng  one  thing,  and  meaning  another;  it  is  professing 
agreemerd  with  the  Church,  and  at  the  same  time  disa^eeing 
with  it:  it  is  coming  into  trusts  or  privileges  upon  quite 
different  terms  from  what  the  Church  intended ;  and  is,  as  one 
expresses  it,  not  ^'  entering  in  hf  the  door  of  the  sheepfold,'"  but 
gettii^  over  it,  as  thieves  and  roiiers. 

2.  To  make  it  still  plainer  that  such  subscription  iBjratuihilent ; 
let  it  be  considered  what  the  ends  and  purposes  intended  by  the 
ruling  powers,  in  requiring  subscription,  are.  They  are  expressed 
in  our  public  laws  and  canons  to  this  effect;  that  pastors  may  be 
sotmd  in  the  faith ;  that  no  doctrines  be  publicly  or  privately 
taught  but  what  the  Church  and  State  approve  of;  that  all 
diversity  of  opinions  y  in  respect  of  points  determined,  be  (avoided/ 
that  one  umform  scheme  of  religion,  one  harmonious  form  of  wor- 
ship, (consonant  to  Scripture  and  primitive  Christianity,)  be 
constantly  preserved  among  clergy  and  people.  These  are  the 
main  ends  designed  by  subscription.  But  if  subscribers  may 
take  the  liberty  of  affixing  their  ovm  sense  to  the  public  forms, 
in  contradiction  to  the  knoum  sense  of  the  imposers,  all  these 
ends  are  liable  to  be  miserably  defeated  and  frustrated.  Pastors, 
instead  of  being  sotmd  in  the  faith,  (which  is  but  one,)  may  have 
as  many  different  faiths  as  they  happen  to  have  different  wits, 
or  inventions.  Multiplicity  of  doctrines,  opposite  to  each  other, 
may  be  publicly  taught  and  propagated :  and,  instead  of  any 
umform  scheme  of  religion,  or  form  of  worship,  there  may  happen 
to  be  as  many  different  and  dissonant  religions  in  the  same 
church,  or  kingdom,  as  there  are  pastors  or  parishes.  These 
being  the  natural  consequences  of  that  latitude  of  subscription 
now  pleaded  for,  it  is  evident  that  such  a  latitude  is  a  contradic- 
tion to  the  very  end  and  design  of  all  subscription ;  and  is  there* 
fore  unrighteom,  aadjidl  of  deceit. 
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3.  I  shall  mention  but  one  consideration  more ;  and  that  is, 
the  great  scandal  and  pernicious  influence  of  such  a  /raudtdeni 
practice.  I  cannot  better  express  it  than  in  the  words  of  the 
late  pious  and  excellent  Mr.  Nelson. 

**  I  could  heartily  have  now  wished,^  says  he,  in  a  letter  to 
Dr.  Clarke^  ^'  that  we  of  the  laity  had  no  such  handle  ever  given 
^'  us,  as  this  your  last  book  hath  afforded^  as  it  is  to  be  feared, 
**  but  to  too  many  who  think  themselves  able  to  overturn  any 
"  foimdations  whatever,  if  such  a  method  as  you  there  propose 
^^  be  allowable  with  respect  to  the  most  solenm  acts  and  deeds 
*^  of  that  Church  and  community  whereof  we  are  members,  and 
-^'  to  substitute  what  they  please  in  their  room<^.^  He  observes 
further,  (p.  19.)  that  ^*  from  a  method  of  this  nature^  we  are 
^^  threatened  with  the  overturning  of  foimdations  both  sacred 
^^and  civil.*^  And  (p.  2i.)  that  *^if  the  judges,  and  others 
^^  learned  in  the  law,  shall  follow  the  same  method  of  interpreting 
**  the  latDS  of  the  land,  and  accommodating  the  civil  oaths  and 
^^  engagements,  as  Dr.  Clarke  has  taken  in  interpreting  and 
«^  accommodating  the  sense  of  the  Church,  in  her  most  authentic 
^'  forms  and  declarations  before  €k)d  and  man,  and  of  the  vene- 
'^  rable  Fathers  of  the  Catholic  Church ;  there  are  many  of  opin- 
^^  ion,  that  every  thing  might  easily  be  leaped  over,  and  that  no 
^^  establishment  could  be  so  strong  as  to  last  long  i"^  and  ^^  who 
"  knows  whereabouts  his  religion,  liberty,  or  property  may  be, 
^^  if  such  a  latitude  of  interpretation  be  defensible  as  is  avouched 
^'  in  Dr.  darkens  third  part  openly ;  and  is  therefore  suspected 
*^  in  his  first  and  second  T  Thus  far  Mr.  Nelson.  And  there  is 
so  much  strength  of  reason  and  plain  good  sense  shewn  in  what 
he  says,  that  all  the  little  distinctions,  evasions,  and  subtilties 
pleaded  on  the  other  side  can  never  shake  it.  These  and  the 
like  considerations  have  ever  deterred  wise  and  good  men  from 
such  a  method.  No  conscientious  Protestant  would  subscribe  the 
Romish  Catechism,  or  Pope  Piuses  Creed;  no  serious  Papist 
would  subscribe  our  Articles;  no  pious  Dissenter  would  give  his 
assent  and  consent  to  such  parts  of  our  public  forms  as  he  does 
not  heartily  approve  of,  in  the  plain  and  intended  sense.  Thou- 
sands have  died  martyrs  to  the  maxims  which  I  am  now  assert- 
ing ;  whose  great  and  only  misfortune  it  was  not  to  have  been 
acquainted  with  those  evasive  arts  and  subtle  distinctions,  which, 

c  Page  15. 
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it  seems,  might  -have  preserved  them.  I  come  next  to  examine 
what  those  pFotenoes  and  evasions  are :  and  that  they  may 
lose  nothing  in  the  recital,  Uiey  shall  appear  in  the  very  words 
of  their  authors ;  and  to  every  partieuUur  pka  I  shall  return 
a  particular  ^umfm-. 

CHAP.  IV. 

T%e  Meicearal  pleas  and  pretences /or  subscriUnff^  after  the  new 
method^  examined  and  confuted. 

Plea  I. 

"  The  Protestant  Churches  require  men  to  comply  with  their 
*^  forms  merely  on  account  of  their  being  agreeable  to  Scripture, 
'^  and  consequently  in  smh  sense  only  wherein  they  are  agreeable 
"  to  Scripture."^     Clarke'^s  Introd.  p.  ao. 

^*  That  this  is  not  highly  reasonaUe  among  Protestants,  and 
'^  particularly  in  the  Church  of  Kngland ;  or  that  this  hath  been 
"  ever  contradicted  or  censured  by  oxxy  judgment  of  the  Church, 
"  I  leave  him  (Bishop  Potter)  to  prove."*'  Bishop  of  Bangor's 
PoBtscript,  p.  251. 

Answer. 

T.  Before  ever  Popery  was  known,  sabscription  to  meei»y  or 
o^^dT  forms,  has  been  required :  and  always  in  the  sense  of  the 
imposers. 

2.  It  is  allowed  thst  no  man  is  by  tiie  Ofaurdi  required  to 
subscribe  offomst  hie  oonaoience/  or,  whai  comes  to  the  same,  in 
a  sense  whioh  he  thinks  not  ogreeMe  to  Ser^wre.  If  that  be 
any  nmn'^s  opinion  with  respect  to  the  smxe  of  our  paUie  fecms, 
he  ought  not  to  subscribe  at  ail. 

3.  The  Ohiu*ch  indeed  requires  men  to  comply  with  her  forms, 
merely  en  cteoownt  of  their  being  agreeable  to  SoryOnrs :  mod,  for 
that  very  reason,  mMt  require  subscription  in  her  eim  sense ; 
because  that  only  sense  is  (according  to  her)  agreeable  to  Scrip- 
ture.  It  is  a  contradiction  to  suppose  that  any  churdi  requiring 
subscription  to  her  own  essplamations^  (as  every  ohurch  does,) 
should  at  the  same  time  permit  the  $uh9criber  to  run  counter  to 
those  explanations.  For,  mnoe  she  looks  upon  her  own  esiplana- 
tions  as  the  only  true  sense  of  Scripture,  and  requires  subscription 
to  the  true  sense  of  Smpture ;  die  can  never  be  presumed  to 
allow  other  explications  which  are  (in  her  judgment)  not  agreeable 
to  Scripture ;  it  being  her  principle  to  admit  nothing  but  what 
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is  agreeahle  to  Scripture.  Whoever  therefore  does  violence  to  the 
public  farms^  must  be  supposed  (by  that  church  whose  forms 
those  are)  to  do  as  much  violence  to  Scriptua^e  itself;  and  con- 
sequently, such  a  church  cannot  admit  of  it.  This  plea  then 
overthrows  itself. 

4.  That  it  is  reasonable  for  any  Protestant  church  to  require 
subscription  in  her  own  sense^  is  as  certain  as  that  it  is  reasonable 
to  require  subscription  at  all.  For  whatever  church  requires 
subscription^  must  require  it  in  such  a  sense  as  that  church  be- 
lieves to  be  the  tme  sense  of  Scripture ;  and  not  in  a  sense  which 
that  church  believes  to  he  false.  The  sense  therefore  of  the  tm- 
posers^  and  none  other,  must  be  the  sense  which  is  required  of 
the  subscriber.  The  reason  of  the  thing  speaks  it ;  and  there 
is  no  more  occasicm  for  any  declaration  of  the  Churck,  in  this 
case,  than  there  is  for  a  declaration  of  the  State  in  the  case  of 
ciml  oaths.  For  who  knows  not  that  men  ought  to  be  sincere  ; 
and  not  to  subscribe  or  stoear  one  thing,  and  mea/n  another ! 

5.  It  is  neither  fair  nor  just  to  require  any  express  censure  or 
judgment  of  the  ruling  powers  against  a  practice  never  begun  till 
the  year  1712 ;  and  which  is  too  absurd  in  itself  to  need  any 
formal  prohibition.  It  was  aJways  [^resumed,  and  taken  for 
granted,  that  the  public  forms  should  be  understood  as  intended 
by  the  Church,  and  not  strained  or  wrested  to  a  fordgn  s^ise. 
King  James  the  First,  in  his  proclamation  iix  the  aidhorimng  an 
Um/ormity  of  iJie  Book  of  Common-Prayer,  hath  these  words ; 
"  Concerning  the  service  of  God  we  were  nice,  or  rather  jealous, 
"  that  the  public  form  thereof  should  be  free,  not  only  from 
'^  blame,  but  from  suspicion  ;  so  as  neither  the  common  adversary 
"  should  have  occasion  to  wrest  ought  therein  contained^  to  other  sense 
'^  than  the  Church  ofJSngland  intendeth  ;  nor  any  troublesome  or 
''  ignorant  person  of  this  Church  be  able  to  take  the  least  occor 
"  sion  of  cavil  against  it."" 

King  Charles  the  First,  in  his  Declaration  prefixed  to  the 
Articles,  prohibits  the  least  difference  from  the  said  Articles,  and 
expressly  forbids  the  affixing  cmy  new  sense  to  amy  Article*  And 
it  was  the  resolution  of  all  the  judges  of  England,  ^that  Smith's 
subscription  to  the  XXXIX  Articles,  with  this  addition,  (so  far 
forth  as  the  same  were  agreeahle  to  the  word  of  God,)  was  not  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  of  13  Elizabeth.     And  one  of  the  reasons 

^  Coke  Institut.  iv.  cap.  74.  p.  334. 
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given  is,  because  the  ^'  act  was  made  for  avoiding  of  diversity 
*'*•  of  opinions,  &o.  and  by  this  addition  the  party  might,  by 
"  his  own  private  opinion,  take  some  of  them  to  be  against  the 
"  word  of  God ;  and  by  this  means  diversity  of  opinions  should 
'^  not  be  avoided,  (which  was  the  scope  of  the  statute,)  and  the 
"  very  act  itself  made  touching  subscription  hereby  of  none 
"  effect.'*  Now  this  reason,  on  which  the  resolution  of  tiiejitdffes 
was  chiefly  founded,  equally  affects  the  svhscrvption  here  pleaded 
for,  and  is  equally  strong  against  it.  Wherefore  it  must  be 
allowed  that  such  subscription  has  been  sufficiently  censured  and 
condemned  by  our  laws :  and  that  all  westing  or  straining  of  the 
public  forms  to  any  new  or  foreign  sense,  (Uffbrent  from  what  the 
Church  intended^  is  not  only  against  the  veiy  end  and  design  of 
all  laws  made  for  the  establishing  consent  and  uniformity  of  doc- 
trine and  worship,  but  has  also  been  expressly  prohibited  by  the 
ruling  powers. 

Plea  11. 

**  If  tradition  or  custom,  if  carelessness  or  mistake,  either  in 
"  the  compiler  or  receiver,  happen  at  any  time  to  put  a  sense 
*^  upon  any  human  forms,  different  from  that  of  the  Scripture, 
"  which  those  very  forms  were  intended  to  explain,  and  which  is  at 
^^  the  same  time  declared  to  be  the  only  rule  of  truth ;  it  is  evident 
'^  no  man  can  be  bound  to  u/nderst(md  those  forms  in  such  sense ; 
"  nay,  on  the  contrary,  he  is  indispensably  bound  not  to  under- 
"  stand  or  receive  them  in  such  a  sense/'*  Clarke's  Introd.  p.  21. 

Answer. 

Tina  plea  confounds  two  very  distinct  things ;  the  rule  for 
tmderstanding,  and  the  rule  for  receiving  any  forms.  It  should 
be  proved  that  an  Arian  may  not  be  obliged  to  understand  the 
public  forms  in  a  sense  contrary  to  what  he  calls  Scripture,  (or, 
what  comes  to  the  same,  contrary  to  his  own  hypothesis :)  but 
all  that  is  really  proved  is  this  only ;  that  he  is  not  obliged  to 
receive  them  in  that  sense,  but  obliged  to  the  contrary ;  that  is, 
to  reject  them,  and  not  subscribe  at  all.  The  argument, 
reduced  to  a  syUogistical  form,  would  stand  thus : 

No  man  ought  to  receive  any  human  forms  in  a  sense  repugnant 
to  what  he  thinks  Scripture. 

But  the  ohvums  and  intended  sense  of  our  public  forms  is  a 
sense  repugnant  to  what  some  think  Scripture. 
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Therefore  mich  persons  ought  not  to  receive  them  in  their 
obviauSf  intended  sense :  neither  indeed  so  to  tmderstand  them. 

Any  young  logician  will  readily  perceive  that  here  is  more  in 
the  conclitsian  than  there  is  in  the  premises ;  and  that  so  much 
of  the  conclusion  as  is  really  just>  is  entirely  besides  the  question : 
containing  nothing  but  what  nobody  doubts  of;  viz.  that  no  man 
ought  to  subscribe  offoinst  his  conscience. 

Plea  III. 
"  The  sense  in  which  any  human  forms  appear  to  a  man'^s  self 
**  to  be  consistent  with  Scripture^  and  not  the  presumed  mean- 
**  ing  of  the  compilers^  (add^  or  imposers,)  is  to  be  the  rule  and 
'^  measure  of  his  wnderstandmg  them.  This  is  both  evident  in 
^^  reason^  (because  otherwise  every  human  government  makes  a 
**  new  rule  of  faith,)  and  is  moreover,  by  aU  Protestants,  agreed 
"  upon  without  controversy  in  practice.''"'  Clarkis  Beply,  p.  34. 

Answer. 

The  Doctor  appears  to  have  been  in  confusion  here,  as  much 
as  in  the  preceding;  not  distinguishing  between  the  rule  for 
tmderstandinff  human  forms,  and  the  rule  for  receiving.  We  are 
first  to  consider  what  the  true  meaning  and  intent  of  the  forms 
are :  and  this  we  are  to  judge  of  from  the  natural  force  of  the 
words,  and  from  the  scope,  drift,  and  design  of  the  compilers  or 
imposers.  After  this,  we  are  to  consider,  by  the  rule  of  Scripture^ 
whether  we  can  receive  them  or  no.  If,  upon  such  examination, 
it  appears  to  us  that  the  forms,  according  to  the  sense  of  the 
imposers,  are  agreeable  to  Scripture,  we  may  safely  subscribe ; 
if  otherwise,  we  must  not  do  it  for  the  world.  What  can  be 
plainer  ? 

As  to  the  suggestion  that,  in  this  way,  every  hwnan government 
makes  a  new  rule  of  faith;  it  is  mere  fancy  and  fiction.  Public 
determinations  (at  least  generally  speaking)  are  more  likely  to 
keep  close  to  the  rule  of  faiths  than  private  conceits.  Scripture 
is  still  the  same  rule  offaith^  only  under  the  prudent  guard  of 
pubUc  explanationSy  to  obviate  the  wild  uncertainty  o(  private 
expositions.  This  is  not  paying  more  regard  to  human  forms  than 
to  Scripture  ;  but  more  regard  to  some  hwma/n  explications,  than 
to  other  htmian  explications ;  more  regard  to  a  select  number  of 
tcise  men,  than  to  conceited  opiniators :  in  a  word,  more  regard 
to  the  most  prudent  and  most  effectual  (though  not  infallible) 

VOL.  II.  T 
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method  of  preserving  the  saored  truths,  than  to  another,  which 
is  so  far  from  being  infaUibls  for  the  preserving  of  the  true  faith, 
that  it  is  rather  the  surest  means  to  destroy  it.  All  Protastant 
churches  have  took  into  this  approved  way  of  securing,  as  far  as 
possible,  the  true  sense  of  Scripture,  hy  public  and  atUhorized  ex- 
positions. And  this  is  paying  the  tenderest  and  most  religious 
regard  to  the  rvie  of  faith ;  there  being  no  safer  or  better  way 
than  this  is  to  preserve  it.  But  enough  in  answer  to  a  weak 
suggestion ;  which,  if  it  proves  any  thing,  proves  the  unlawfulneas 
of  imposing  any  forms ;  not  the  lawful/ness  of  subscribing  in  a 
sense  different  from  that  of  the  imposers. 

Plea  IV. 

"  With  respect  to  civil  matters there  is  lodged  in  every 

"  government  a  legislative  power neither  can  there  in  this 

"  case  be  any  other  rule  by  which  to  interpret  the  law,  but 
"  only  by  discovering,  from  the  obvious  signification  of  words, 
"  what  was  in  the  whole  the  real  sense  and  intent  of  the  legis- 

*'  lators.    But  now  in  ecclesiastical  matters the  case  is  very 

"  diflferent.  The  Church  in  matters  of  doctrine  has  no  legislative 
"  power,^  &c.     Clarke's  Beply,  p.  32. 

Answer. 

1.  This  is  only  amusement.  What  has  legislative  power  to  do 
in  this  question  ?  If  an  equal,  if  an  inferior  proposes  me  any 
articles  to  subscribe,  I  may  indeed  refuse  subscription,  (and  so 
I  may  when  proposed  by  superiors  ;)  but  if  I  submit  to  subscribe, 
I  must  do  it  in  the  sense  of  him  that  articles  or  covenants  with 
me ;  and  according  to  the  plai%  usual^  and  literal  sense  of  the 
words. 

Besides,  what  shall  we  think  of  oaths  imposed  by  an  usurper  f 
May  I  stoear  to  any  thing,  only  because  he  has  no  legislative 
power  over  me!  Here  will  be  a  fair  way  opened  for  any  prevari- 
cation in  state  oaths,  as  often  as  any  one  questions  the  legality  of 
the  powers  that  impose  them. 

2.  To  answer  a  little  more  directly ;  subscription  is  required 
by  the  legislative  powers :  and  there  is  just  the  same  reason  for 
attending  to  the  sense  of  the  imposers,  in  the  matter  of  subscrip- 
tion, as  in  any  civil  oaths,  tests,  lau^s,  or  the  like :  and  every  ob. 
jeotion  against  the  one,  is  equally  strong  against  the  other  also. 
The  legislative  powers  in  a  Christian  state  are  under  the  law  of 
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riffht  reason^  and  also  under  the  law  of  CAristianity.  Now,  what 
if  the  civil  oaths,  laws,  tests,  &c.  be  thought  contrary  either  to 
the  dictates  of  reasan,  or  to  the  law  of  Christ,  which  the  lawgivers 
pretend  to  follow,  and  to  conform  to  as  their  rule  ?  Then,  upon 
the  principles  of  the  subscribing  Arians,  any  man  may  force  and 
strain  the  civil  (xxths,  laws,  tests,  &c.  to  his  own  private  sense, 
contrary  to  the  meaning  of  the  ruling  powers,  in  order  to  recon- 
cile them  to  what  he  thinks  reason  or  Scripture ;  that  is,  to  his 
own  principles,  fancies,  or  conceits,  whatever  they  be.  The  case 
is  parallel  in  all  circumstances  affecting  the  present  question ; 
and  the  plea  that  is  here  used  for  the  justifying  Sk  fraudulent  sub- 
scription, with  a  very  little  change,  will  serve  as  well  to  justify 
2k  fraudulent  taking  of  the  civil  oaths  or  tests;  and  so  there  will 
be  an  end  of  all  trust  or  mutual  confidence,  so  long  as  words 
are  capable  of  being  wrested  or  tortured  into  more  senses  than 
one. 

Plea  V. 

^'  Every  man  that  (for  the  sake  of  peace  and  order)  assents  to, 
^'  or  maJces  use  of,  any  such  forms  of  human  appointment,  is 
"  obliged  to  reconcile  them  with  what  appears  to  him  to  be  the 
*'  doctrine  of  Scripture,  and  take  care  to  wnderstand  them  in 
^*  such  a  sense  only,  as  is  consistent  with  that  doctrine  :  otherwise 
^^  he  parts  with  his  Christianity  for  the  sake  of  a  civil  and 
"  political  religion.*"     Clarke's  Beply,  p.  33. 

Answer. 

1.  The  same  plea  may  serve  for  Papists,  and  persons  disaf- 
fected to  the  government,  whenever  (for  the  sake  of  peace  and 
order)  they  may  be  disposed  fraudulently  to  take  the  oaths  of 
allegiance,  and  supremacy,  and  abjuration.  Those  oaths,  indeed, 
in  their  literal  and  intended  Bense,  are  directly  repugnant  to  their 
sense  of  Scripture.  But  they  are  to  take  care  to  understand 
them  in  such  a  sense  only  as  is  consistent  with  their  doctrines  ; 
otherwise,  they  part  with  their  Christianity  for  the  sake  of  a 
civil  and  political  religion. 

2,  More  directly  I  answer,  secondly,  that  if  any  human  forms, 
in  their  obvious  and  intended  sense,  appear  not  consistent  with 
what  some  call  Scripture ;  such  persons  ought  not,  for  the  sake 
of  peace  and  order,  neither  yet  for  the  sake  of  a  benefice  or  dignity, 
nor  for  any  consideration  whatever,  to  assent  to  such  forms. 
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Nay,  they  are  indispensably  bound  to  refuse  <i8$eni  or  subscrijh 
tian  to  each  farms ;  otherwise  they  part  with  their  Christianity 
for  the  sake  of  the  mammon  of  this  world ;  or,  at  best,  for  the 
sake  of  peace  and  order ;  which  is  "  doing  evil  that  good  may 
*'  come,"^  and  is  an  abominable  practice  in  the  sight  of  God  and 
man. 

Plea  VI. 

"  Bishop  Pearson  saith,  '  that  whatever  is  delivered  in  the 
'*  Creed,  we  therefore  believe,  because  it  is  contained  in  the 
'*  Scriptures ;  and  consequently  must  so  believe  it  as  it  is  con- 
"  tained  there :  whence  all  this  Exposition  of  the  whole  is  nothing 
"  else  but  an  illustration  and  proof  of  every  particular  part  of 
"  the  Creed  by  such  Scriptures  as  deliver  the  same,  according 
"  to  the  true  interpretation  of  them.'  Exposition  on  the  Creed, 
p.  227. 

"  And  the  whole  Church  of  England  has  made  the  like 
"  declaration,  in  the  sixth,  the  twentieth,  and  twenty-first  of  the 
"  XXXIX  Articles,  before  cited;  and  in  the  eighth  Article, 
"  which  declares  that  the  Creeds  ought  to  be  received  and 
^'  believed,  because  (and  consequently  only  in  mch  sense  wherein) 
*•  they  may  be  proved  by  most  certain  warrants  of  holy  Scripture.'^ 
darkens  Introduet. 

Answer. 

1 .  What  Bishop  Pearson  has  there  said,  relates  to  the  article 
of  Chrisf's  descent  into  heU  ;  the  sense  of  which  is  left  indefinite, 
and  undetermined  by  our  Church;  and  therefore  this  is  not 
pertinent  to  the  point  in  hand.  To  let  us  see  how  far  that  good 
and  great  Bishop  was  from  countenancing  any  thing  like  what 
the  Doctor  pleads  for,  I  may  transcribe  one  para^^ph  from  the 
preceding  page,  p.  226.  "  Wherefore  being  our  Church  hath 
**  not  now  imposed  that  interpretation  of  St.  Peter's  words, 
^'  which  before  it  intimated,  being  it  hath  not  declared  that  as 
**  the  only  place  of  Scripture  to  found  the  descent  into  hell  upon ; 
«^  being  it  hath  alleged  no  other  place  to  ground  it,  and 
^^  delivered  no  other  explication  to  expound  it ;  we  may  with 
"  the  greater  liberty  pass  on  find  out  the  true  meaning 
^^  of  this  article,  and  to  give  our  particular  judgment  in  it." 
Had  the  Bishop  foreseen  what  ill  use  mi^t  possibly  be  made  of 
his  other  words,  he  could  not  have  guarded  more  particularly 
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against  it  than  he  has  here  done.  Wherefore  it  was  very 
peculiar  to  cite  him  in  favour  of  such  a  suiicriptian^  or  such 
a  latitude^  as  he  would  have  utteriy  abhorred  and  detested. 

2.  As  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Ohurch  of  England  in  her  6th, 
8th,  2oth,  and  2ist  Articles,  it  is  no  more  than  this;  that 
nothing  iBtobe  received  bfit  what  is  agreeable  to  Scripture.  And 
for  this  very  reason  she  requires  subscription  in  her  own  sense, 
because  she  judges  no  other  sense  to  be  agreeable  to  Scripture. 
If  any  judge  otherwise,  let  them  not  suhecriie.  It  is  but 
shallow  artifice  of  the  pleaders  for  a  fraudulent  subscription, 
constantly  to  call  their  interpretations  of  Scripture,  Scripture  ; 
and  from  thence  to  infer  that  the  Church  requires  or  permits 
subscription  in  thwr  sense.  The  Church  surely  has  as  good 
a  right  to  call  her  interpretations  by  the  name  of  Scripture ;  and 
then  her  requiring  subscription  to  that  only  which  is  agreeable  to 
Scripture^  is  requiring  subscription  in  her  own  sense  of  Scripture, 
and  none  else.  Let  the  Arian  sense  of  Scripture  be  Scripture  to 
Arians :  but  then  let  them  subscribe  only  to  Arian  expositions ; 
which  are  nothing  akin  to  those  of  our  Ohu/rch. 

Plea  VIL 
"  When  in  ihe  pubUe  forms  there  be  (as  there  generally  are) 
^^  expressions  which,  at  first  sight,  look  diflerent  ways ;  it 
^^  cannot  be  but  men  must  be  allowed  to  interpret  what  is 
^^  obscure^  by  that  which  seems  to  them  more  plain  and  scrip^ 
"  tural.'^    Olarke^s  Beply^  p.  33. 

Answer. 

What  a  fanciful  representation  is  here  of  our  public  forms ; 
as  if  they,  either  eX  first  sights  or  a;t  all^  looked  towards  AHan- 
ism ;  when  the  very  strongest  words  which  the  wit  of  man  cao 
devise  to  exclude  it,  occur  every  where  in  our  public  forms. 
And  it  is  so  far  from  being  obscure  whether  the  compilers  and 
imposers  intended  to  exclude  it,  and  to  profess  the  Catholic 
doctrine  up  to  the  height,  that  it  is  demonstration  they  did 
intend  it.  This  plea  therefore  has  nothing  to  rest  upon  but  a 
misrepresentation  otfact. 

If  liie  meaning  be,  that  the  doctrines  taught  by  our  Church 
are  obseure^  that  is,  mysterious^  and  therefore  they  may  claim  a 
liberty  of  explaining  them  away,  into  what  appears  to  them 
more  plain  and  scriptural;  I  say,  if  that  be  the  meaning  of  the 
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plea^  then  it  comes  to  this  ;  that  whenever  any  church  imposes 
the  belief  of  mysteries^  a  subscriber  may  honestly  substitute  what 
he  pleases  instead  of  the  mystery ;  or  may  make  no  mystery  of 
it,  by  reducing  it  (contrary  to  the  intention  and  meaning  of  the 
imposers)  to  something  appearing  to  himself  more  plain  and 
scriptural.  Upon  this  foot  it  will  be  impossible  for  any  church  ever 
to  secure  the  profession  of  any  mysterious  doctrine  against  secret 
meanings  and  subtle  evasions :  but  men  may  subscribe  to 
as  many  mysteries  as  they  please,  and  still  believe  none  of 
them. 

Plea  VIII. 

"  In  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  I  have  no  way  certainly 
''  to  inform  myself  what  is  the  sense  of  the  Church.  The  words 
''  of  the  first  Article  are  capaible  of  at  least  four  senses ;  and 
^^  each  of  these  senses  is  defended  by  learned  divines  of  the 
"  Church. — The/our  senses  I  mean  are  these  : 

^'  I.  That  which  makes  the  three  Persons  to  be  only  three 
*^  modes  of  one  mind ;  which  I  call  Sahellianism. 

''  2.  That  which  makes  the  three  Persons  to  be  something  more 
*'  than  three  modes  of  one  mind,  and  yet  not  three  minds  :  i.  e. 
^'  makes  them  to  be  media  between  entia^  and  non-entia^  some- 
'^  thing  and  nothing ;  which  I  call  nonsense. 

"  3.  That  which  makes  the  three  Persons  to  be  three  equal 
"  minds :  which  I  call  Tritheism, 

*^  4.  That  which  makes  them  to  be  wneqtiol  minds,  one  inde- 
*'  pendent  and  existing  of  itself,  the  other  two  deriving  their 
^^  existence  from  the  first  :^  (which  the  author  should  have 
called  Arianism,)     Essay  on  Imposit.  p.  42,  43. 

Answer. 

This  writer  goes  roundly  to  work ;  and  gives  us  a  specimen 
both  of  his  profound  sense  and  his  modesty.  He  first  throws  dust 
upon  the  Article^  and  then  complains  that  it  is  dark  and 
cmfused.  The  Article  is  really  capable  of  but  one  sense ;  and 
that  sense  none  of  the  four y  as  he  has  represented  them. 

It  is  not  capahle  of  the  first  pretended  sense.  There  is  not 
a  word  of  three  modes  either  in  the  Article^  or  any  where  else  in 
OUT  public  forms.  The  notion  is  neither  expressed  nor  implied  in 
the  Article ;  and  therefore  cannot  be  the  sense  of  it :  nay, 
the  notion  is  a  contradiction  to  the  very  words  of  the  Article. 
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Modey  mode^  and  mode^  will  Dever  amount  to  iubgtance :  but  the 
Article  plainly  makes  every  Person  to  be  substance^  as  invested 
mth,  povoer  and  eternity,  and  as  being  of  <me  substance  with  the 
other  two  Persons,  and  making  therewith  one  liiAng  and  trtie 
God. 

The  second  sense^  when  rightly  understood,  is  the  true  sense  of 
the  Article ;  but  not  as  it  lies  under  the  ridiculous  representation 
which  this  writer  has  made  of  it.  The  sense  in  it  is  the  Article's, 
the  nonsense  is  his  ovm.  The  Article  says  not  a  word  of  a 
medium  between  something  and  nothing':  but  that  the  three 
Persons  are  neither  three  modes  nor  three  minds,  is  indeed  plain 
enough  from  the  Article.  Neither  is  there  any  nonsefise,  but  a 
great  deal  both  of  sense  and  trtUh,  in  saying,  that  every  Person 
is  substance^  and  yet  they  are  not  three  substances  ;  every  Person 
mind^  and  yet  not  three  minds ;  every  Person  God,  and  yet  not 
three  Gods.  The  union  is  too  close  and  intimate  to  admit  of 
the  plural  expressions  of  minds^  substances,  Oods ;  which  can 
belong  only  to  separate  Persons:  three  Persons  so  umted 
as  these  are  supposed  to  be,  are  one  substance,  one  mind,  one 
hemg,  one  Ood;  and  that  in  a  very  just  and  proper  sense. 

As  to  the  third  and  fourth  senses  of  three  minds  equal 
and  unequal,  which  would  imply  three  substances,  the  Article 
excludes  them  both ;  by  making  the  three  Persons  one  substance 
and  one  Ood.  Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  that  the  Jirst  Article 
ia  not  capable  of  more  senses  than  one:  and  yet  if  it  were 
capable  of  many  senses,  unless  the  Arian  sense  were  one  of 
those  many,  this  gentleman  and  his  brethren  could  not,  honestly 
and  fairly,  subscribe. 

Plea  IX. 

^'  Unless  this  liberty  be  allowed,  nobody  can  subscribe  the 
'^  Articles,  Creeds,  and  Liturgy  of  the  Church  of  England  at 
^*  all.  There  are  several  things  in  these  forms  which,  if  taken  in 
'^  the  most  obviow  sense,  contradict  one  another :  and  therefore 
^^  some  of  them  must  be  understood  in  a  sense  which  is  not  the 
''  obvious  one.  In  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  it  is  plain  from 
^'  Dr.  Clarke'^s  Collection,  chap.  i.  of  the  third  part  of  his  Scrip- 
^  ture  Doctrine,  that  there  are  a  great  number  of  passages  in 
^'  the  Liturgy  which  in  the  obvious  sense  make  for  his  opinion  : 
"  and  therefore  must  by  those  who  are  of  a  different  opinion  be 
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*^  understood  in  a  sense  which  is  not  the  obvious  one/'    Essay  on 
Impos.  p.  43. 

''  I  am  sure  it  is  no  more  a  putting  of  violence  upon  the  ex- 
^*  pressions  cited  in  chap.  ii.  of  the  third  part,  to  make  them 
^^  consistent  with  Scripture,  and  with  the  expressions  of  the 
"  Liturgy  cited  in  chap.  i.  than  it  is,  on  the  contrary,  a  putting 
*'  of  violence  upon  the  Scripture  and  upon  the  expressions  cited 
**  in  chap.  i.  to  make  them  consistent  with  the  expressions  cited 
"  in  chap,  ii."^     Clarke's  Iniroduct. 

Answer. 

We  here  meet  with  the  utmost  confidence  in  affirming  a 
matter  of  fact,  which  every  man's  eyes  and  common  sense  may 
immediately  discover  to  be  false.  The  sum  of  the  plea  is,  that 
there  are  many  expressions  in  our  pubUc  forms^  which  in  th^ 
obviom  sense  contradict  the  received  doctrine  of  the  Trinity:  and 
that  those  caUed  orthodox  must  put  as  much  violence  upon  one 
kind  of  expressions  to  reconcile  them  to  their  scheme,  as  the 
Arians  must  put  upon  others  to  reconcile  them  to  theirs.  The 
expressions  which  are  supposed  in  their  chvums  sense  to  thwart 
the  received  doctrine,  are  such  wherein  the  Father  is  eminently 
styled  Ood^  and  sometimes  only  Ood,  or  such  as  intimate  a 
subordinaition  of  two  Persons  to  one. 

Now  the  question  will  be,  what  sense  of  those  passages  has 
the  best  right  and  title  to  be  called  the  obvums  sense.  Is  it  not 
that  sense  which  has  been  in  use  and  approved,  in  this  mystery, 
for  sixteen  hundred  years?  Is  it  not  that  sense  which  was 
anciently  taught  and  inculcated  before  baptism ;  that  which  all 
the  churches  in  Christendom  receive  and  approve ;  that  which 
the  compilers  and  imposers  qt  our  forms  certainly  intended  ;  that 
which  is  so  well  known  and  has  so  long  passed  current,  that 
nobody  almost  can  mistake  it;  thcU  which  the  words  will  not 
only  bear,  (as  may  be  shewn  from  innumerable  instances  in 
approved  authors,)  but  which  they  really  require^  when  con- 
sidered together  with  what  goes  before  or  after  them,  or  with 
other  passages  in  our  public  forms?  Is  not  that  to  be  looked 
upon  as  the  obvums  sense  of  those  passages,  rather  than  another 
of  yesterday^  never  before  owned  by  our  clergy  or  people,  never 
suspected  to  be  contained  in  our  forms,  never  subscribed  to,  till 
very  lately ;  a  new,  $tra/nge^  wiiheard  ofaeuBe,  (so  far  as  concerns 
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oxxr  pMie  forms^)  a,nd  such  as,  if  admitted,  must  make  ovtrfifrms 
nothing  else  but  a  confused  heap  and  jumble  of  the  most  irre- 
oonoilable  contradictions!  These  things  considered,  I  must 
insist  upon  it,  that  the  only  obvious  sense  of  those  passages  is 
the  received  prevailing  sense  of  them :  it  being  obvious  to  every 
man  of  common  understanding,  that  that^  and  that  only^  was  ever 
intended  by  our  Church,  or  received  by  our  clergy ;  or  under- 
stood to  be  their  true  sense,  by  Papist  or  Protestcmty  Dissenter  or 
OAurchman^  native  or  foreigner^  from  the  year  155^*  to  the  year 
1712. 

Our  public  forms  have  been  well  known  to  all  the  churches 
abroad,  to  all  the  learned  in  Europe.  What  man  ever  suspected, 
till  now,  that  they  were  tainted  with  Ariamrnn^  or  but  looked 
that  way  ?  There  is  no  need  of  putting  violence  upon  any  one 
passage  to  reconcile  it  to  the  received  doctrine :  all  is  easy  and 
consistent  throughout,  formed  entirely  upon  Catholic  principles. 
Sometimes  the  Father  is  styled  on^  God^  oftener  all  three: 
sometimes  two  of  the  Persons  are  introduced  in  a  subordination 
of  or€ler  to  the  first ;  at  other  times  their  perfect  equality  of 
natttre  is  as  AiUy  and  deariy  professed.  No  one  that  has  been 
tolerably  instructed,  can  be  at  a  loss  for  the  meaning  of  these 
tilings.  But  as  to  the  violence  used  by  the  Arian  party  in  tor- 
turing our  Creeds  and  Liturgy;  it  is  such,  I  believe,  as  was 
never  before  practised  with  any  words  whatever.  The  old 
Arians  would  have  detested  such  practices  :  the  *OfM>oi<ru)v  alone 
was  such  a  stumbling-block  to  them,  that  very  few  could  get 
over  it ;  and  they  would  never  insert  it  in  their  Creeds.  And 
yet  they  were  artists  in  their  way ;  and  had  carried  the  mystery 
of  equivocation  and  chicane  far  beyond  any  Uiing  that  had  been 
known  in  the  Church  in  the  ages  before  them.  As  to  the  violence 
which  those  gentlemen  are  forced  to  use  with  our  Churdi^s  forms, 
it  will  appear  more  fully  in  the  sequel.  At  present,  I  shall 
content  myself  with  two  observations,  which  may  help  to  give 
the  reader  a  just  idea  of  the  difierence  between  the  orthodox  and 
them  in  this  particular. 

I .  The  first  is,  that  what  the  orthodox  subscribe  to,  in  respect, 
of  the  Trinity,  is  no  more  than  what  all  Catholics,  even  the  most 
zealous  opposers  of  the  Arians,  were  ever  ready  to  profess,  and 
in  the  same  terms  as  we  do.  But  (as  I  have  already  hinted) 
what  our  modem  Arians  subscribe,  is  what  the  ancient  Arians 
would  never  have  admitted.     They  abhorred  the  very  name  and 
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thing  of  consubstantioHtyy  coequaUty^  coetemity  ;  one  Godhead  m 
three  Persons,  or  the  like,  which  are  all  plainly  laid  down  in  our 
public  forms.  From  hence  it  is  manifest  that  the  violence  we 
are  charged  with  would  never  have  been  thought  any  by  our 
predecessors  on  the  Catholic  side:  but  the  violence  which  we 
charge  the  Arians  with  is  such  as  their  predecessors  would  have 
allowed  to  be  such. 

2.  Another  observation  is^  that  what  the  orthodox  clergy  stti- 
scribe  to,  they  are  ready  also  t-o  profess  from  the  press,  or  the 
pulpit^  or  in  common  discourse,  which  are  all  of  a  piece  with 
their  svhscription ;  at  least,  generally  speaking.  They  scruple 
not  in  sermons,  in  writings,  in  discourse,  to  give  the  title  of  God 
eminently,  or  of  only  God^  to  the  Father :  nor  to  admit  of  such 
expressions  as  imply  a  subordination  of  order  in  the  sacred 
Trinity.  But  the  Arians,  on  the  contrary,  never  use  any  ex- 
pressions like  to  some  which  they  subscribe  to.  They  will  never 
say  from  the  press^  or  from  the  pulpit^  or  in  common  conver- 
sation, that  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  are  one  God ;  that 
they  are  coequaly  coetemal^  &c.  They  allow  of  these  expressions 
as  often  as  they  subscribe ;  but  never  else.  They  understand 
what  such  words  mean  in  any  other  place  but  in  our  public 
forms;  and  they  do  not  think  they  can  conscientiously  make  use 
of  them  at  other  times,  however  conscientiously  they  may  sub- 
scribe to  them.  Should  any  man  of  them,  in  a  treatise,  or 
sermon,  throw  out  any  such  shocking  assertions,  (shockinffy  I 
mean,  to  them,)  he  would  be  looked  upon  as  a  deserts  by  the 
party ;  and  a  betrayer  of  the  cause  which  he  had  undertaken  to 
defend.  But  if  he  subscribes  to  them,  and  solemnly  gives  his  un- 
feigned assent  and  consent  thereto ;  this^  it  seems,  and  this  only, 
is  harmless  and  inoffensive. 

I  shall  confirm  what  I  have  said  by  a  remarkable  instance. 
Dr.  Clarke  did  but  once  declare,  in  a  paper  laid  before  the 
Bishops,  that  '^  the  Son  of  God  was  eternally  begotten  by  the 
**  eternal  incomprehensible  power  and  will  of  the  Father ;"  (an 
expression  nothing  near  so  strong  for  a  coetemity  as  forty  others 
which  he  has  subscribed  to,)  and  his  Arian  friends  could  not 
bear  it«.  It  occasioned  a  real  and  sensible  ffriefamongat  them. 
They  looked  upon  it  as  giving  up  the  cause,  in  a  manner,  and 
made  broad  hints  of  his  being  led  by  corrupt  nature  into  a  very 

«  See  Apology  for  Dr.  Clarke,  p.  49,  &c. 
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culpable  prevarication.  See  how  easily  those  gentlemen  can 
understand  the  force  of  words  any  where  else  but  in  our  farms ; 
and  how  carefully  they  guard  against  the  um  of  such  expressions, 
as  they  scruple  not  however  to  subscribe  to.  Let  any  man 
compare  this  conduct  of  the  Arioms  with  that  of  the  orthodox ; 
and  he  will  plainly  see,  that  the  former  are  themselves  c<m- 
scums  of  the  violence  they  put  upon  the  ChurcKs  forms ;  while 
the  latter  are  not  conscious  of  any  violence,  on  their  side,  at  all. 

Plea  X. 

*'  By  an  induction  of  particular  passages  there  are  1 86 
'*  places  wherein  o\a pubUc  forms  are  clearly  on  his  (Dr.  Glarke'^s) 
^^  side ;  and  27  only  which  seem  to  differ  from  him.  Must  not 
^'  then  the  smaller  number  be  reconciled  to  the  greater  ?  Or, 
"  on  the  contrary,  must  the  lesser  number,  and  the  more  modem 
^^  phrases,  be  the  standard  of  doctrine,  and  the  rule  of  inter- 
*'  preting  the  more  ancient  phrases,  and  the  larger  number  T 
Modest  Pleay  p.  120. 

Answeb. 

This  is  pleasant  and  pretty.  Of  the  1 86  pretended  places,  there 
is  not  one  either  clearly  or  at  all  on  the  Doctor^s  side,  as  to  the 
points  of  difference  between  him  and  us.  They  are  passages 
which  may  indeed  be  used  by  Arians  (and  so  may  they  by 
Catholics)  consistently  with  their  principles.  They  are  capable 
of  different  views,  according  to  what  they  happen  to  be  joined 
with.  But  as  they  stand  in  our  forms^  in  company  with  other 
passages  express  and  full  for  the  Catholic  doctrine,  they  can 
reasonably  bear  no  other  but  the  Catholic  meaning.  I  think  it 
not  material  to  inquire  into  the  truth  and  justice  of  this  writer^s 
calculation,  founded  only  upon  Dr.  darkens  arbitrary  disposition 
of  his  sections  or  paragraphs ;  sometimes  making  one  sentence  a 
distinct  paxsage^  sometimes  crowding  many  into  one ;  and  some- 
times only  referring  to  passages  omitted.  Let  the  number  be  as 
186  to  27  ;  those  27  do  not  only  seem^  but  are  directly  opposite 
to  the  Doctor'^s  principles,  according  to  the  plain^  literal,  and 
natural  force  of  words,  as  well  as  the  knoum  sense  of  the 
imposers.  The  question  then  justly  stated  lies  thus :  Whether 
186  passages  which  mjght  (if  the  compilers  and  imposers  had  not 
intended  them  in  a  Catholic  sense)  have  been  indifferently  claimed 
by   either  Catholic  or  Arian,  should  yield  to   27,   which   are 
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utterly  repugnant  to  Arianismj  or  the  27  to  them.  That 
is,  whether  those  that  oan  bear  but  one  of  the  senses  should 
yield  to  those  that  may  fairly  admit  of  either ;  or  the  contrary. 
Imagine  1 86  men  to  be  indijbrent^  or  but  nearly  indifferent,  in 
any  point  of  dispute ;  and  27  resoiute  on  one  side.  Which  is  the 
way  to  reconcile  them,  and  unite  them  all  in  one  verdict  i  Is  it 
to  drag  over  the  27  by  force  of  arms  to  what  they  are  irrecon- 
cilably averse  to?  Or  is  it  not  rather  to  bring  over  the 
186  to  the  27,  to  whom  they  have  little  or  no  aversion,  and 
to  whose  side  they  are  no  way  disinclined !  This  latter,  I  think, 
is  the  proper  and  only  method  to  promote  harmony  and  concord 
in  the  whole.  The  application  I  trust  with  the  ingenious; 
and  here  take  my  leave  of  this  fanciful  reasoning  of  the  Modest 
Pleader. 

Plea  XI. 

"  The  Article  in  the  Apostles*  Creed,  concerning  Christ^s 
"  descent  into  hellj  is  now  universally  understood  in  a  sense 
"  probably  different  from  what  the  composers  of  the  Creed 
"  intended.*"    Clarke's  Beply^  p.  34. 

Answer. 

How  Christ's  descent  into  heU  was  understood  by  the  com- 
posers of  the  Creed  is  uncertain :  neither  is  it  certain  that  it  is 
tmiversally  understood  in  any  one  sense.  However  that  be,  one 
thing  is  certain^  that  our  Church  has  left  that  Article  at  large, 
intending  a  latitude;  and  indulging  a  liberty  to  subscribers 
to  abound  in  their  own  sense.  This  is  not  the  case  of  the 
Articles  relating  to  the  Trinity.  Their  sense  is  fixed^  and 
bound  upon  the  conscience  of  every  subscriber  by  the  plaxn^ 
natural  signification  of  the  words:  and  by  the  knoum  intent 
of  the  compilers  and  imposers.  If  it  be  asked  from  whence 
we  are  to  learn  what  was  the  intent  of  the  imposers,  or  how 
it  may  be  known ;  I  answer,  first  from  plain  words ;  and 
next,  from  history  and  observation,  in  the  like  manner  as 
the  intent  and  scope  of  any  writer  is  to  be  known. 

Plea   XII. 

^'  The  damnatory  clauses  in  the  Athanasian  Creed  are  now  by 
«« very  few  understood  in  that  sense  which,  in  all  probability. 
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*^  the  eompiUr  of  it  in  that  very  dark  and  ignorant  age  demgned 
**  to  expresB.""     Clarke's  Beply^  p.  34. 

Answer. 

1.  That  the  Athanasian  Creed  (so  caUed)  was  composed  in  a 
"  very  dark  and  ignorant  age,*"  is  more  than  the  Doctor  knows  ; 
and  therefore  should  not  be  so  positively  affirmed  by  him.  The 
Greed,  however,  has  no  signs  or  tokens  of  darkness  or  ignorance ; 
but  of  great  accuracy  and  solid  judgment :  and  is  the  best  ex- 
position (for  its  compass)  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Trinity 
and  incarnation^  that  we  shall  any  where  meet  with. 

2.  Another  thing  which  the  Doctor  affirms  without  knowing^ 
is,  that  '^few  understand  the  damna;tory  clauses  in  the  sense 
"  of  the  compiler.*"  Let  any  man  shew  what  sense  it  is  most 
reasonable  to  understand  them  in;  and  the  same  reasons 
(if  good)  shall  serve  to  shew  that  that  was  the  sense  of  the 
compiler.  I  know  many  have  strained  the  damnatory  clauses  to 
an  unreasonable  rigour,  on  purpose  to  disparage  the  Creed: 
but  they  have  not  been  able  to  prove  that  the  compiler  so 
intended  it. 

3.  The  compiler'' s  sense  being  doubtful,  and  the  imposers 
having  left  those  clauses  without  any  exposition ;  the  subscriber 
is  at  Uberty  to  understand  them  in  such  sense  as  the  words  will 
bear;  and  such  as  best  answers  the  main  intent  and  design 
of  that  Creed  ;  and  is  most  agreeable  to  Scripture  and  reason. 
This  instance  is  nothing  parallel  to  the  case  of  the  Articles  con- 
cerning the  Trinity ;  whose  sense  is  Jixed  and  certain^  as  before 
said.  Fix,  in  like  manner,  the  sense  of  the  damnatory  clauses ; 
and  it  shall  soon   be  proved  that  every  subscriber  ought  to 

acquiesce  in  it. 

Plea  XIII. 

^'  The  procession  of  the  Holy  Ghost  set  forth  in  the  Nicene  and 
*'  Athanasian  Creeds,  in  one  sense,  is  by  Mr.  {7how  Dr.)  Bennet, 
^^  in  his  explication  of  his  own  sense  concerning  that  point, 
*'  shewn  to  be  now  understood  by  many  (without  any  sus- 
"  picion  of  insincerity)  in  a  diffi^rent  sense.'**     darkey's  Reply ^ 

P-34. 

Answer. 

1 .  This  is  only  argumentum  ad  hoTjfbinem^  (to  make  the  most  of 
it,)  and  therefore  is  not  sufficient. 

2.  The  argument  comes  not  up  to  the  point  in  hand.     Dr. 
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Bennet  was  of  opinion  that  our  Church  had  determined  nothing 
in  this  matter;  otherwise  he  would  not  presume  to  interpret 
the  procession  in  his  own  way.  His  words  are ;  "  If  our  Church 
'*  had  anjr  where  determined  this  matter,  and  declared  in 
"  what  sense  she  understood  the  procession  in  the  Athanasian 
"Creed,  the  case  would  be  altered C**  And  again:  "Our 
"  Church  never  once  adds  the  epithet  eternal  to  the  word 
"  procession ;  nor  has  she  any  one  passage^  that  I  know  of, 
*'  which  may  not  be  as  well  understood  of  the  temporal,  as 
*^  of  the  eternal  procession,  either  in  her  Liturgy,  her  Articles^ 
"  or  her  Homilies ».'"  I  am  not  of  Dr.  Bonnet's  mind  in 
this  particular;  believing  that  the  Church  has  determiried  the 
meaning  of  the  procession  in  those  Creeds ;  or  rather,  that  the 
meaning  is  so  plain,  all  things  considered,  as  not  to  need  any 
further  determining.  However,  it  appears  to  be  Dr.  Bennet'^s 
principle,  relating  to  s^ihscription^  that  where  the  Church'*s  sense 
may  be  known,  that  sense  must  be  received ;  and  that  there  is^ 
in  such  a  case,  no  latitude  or  liberty  left  to  the  suiscriber.  Upon 
this  principle,  he  both  does  and  must  condemn  Arian  sukscrip- 
turn;  since  both  the  plain  meanififf  of  words,  and  the  intent 
of  compilers  and  imposers  exclude  Ariandsm,  And  it  is  well 
known  with  what  zeal  and  earnestness  Dr.  Bennet  remonstrates^ 
against  that  collvsion  which  he  takes  Dr.  Clarke  and  his  par- 
tizans  to  be  guilty  of,  in  the  matter  of  subscription. 

Plea  XIV. 

"  The  doctrines  of  predestination  and  original  sin,  are  at  this 
"  day,  by  all  eminent  divines,  (after  the  example  of  Archbishop 
"  Laud,  and  of  the  learned  Bishop  Bull,)  understood  in  a  sense 
^^  which  there  is  no  appearance  the  composers  of  the  XXXIX 
"  Articles  meant  to  teach ;  and  which  there  is  all  appearance 
"  the  composers  of  the  Homilies  intended  should  not  be  taught.*** 
Clarke's  Reply,  p.  34. 

"  I  cannot  condemn  Archbishop  Laud,  Bishop  Bull,  and 
^^  others,  who  departed  manifestly  from  the  received  smse^  not 
'^  of  one,  but  of  several  Articles ;  nor  that  Declaration  of  King 
"  James  I.  {read  Charles  I.)  by  which  he  openly  patronized  the 
"  subscribing  the  same  Articles  in  several,  not  only  diferenf,  but 
'^  contradictory  senses :  and  in  effect  declared  it  for  the  honour 

f  Page  292.  E  Page  293.  h  Bennet  on  the  Trinity,  p.  226. 
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^'  of  the  Articles  that  this  should  be  so ;  and  that  aU  should 
"  acquiesce  in  it  without  mutual  reproaches.**^  Lard  Bishop  of 
Bangor^  Postscript^  p.  259. 

Answer. 

1.  It  hath  often  been  pretended  by  the  Calvinists  that  the 
compilers  and  imposers  of  the  Articles  &c.  intended  a  sense 
different  (with  respect  to  preckstination  and  original  sin)  from 
that  which  now  generally  prevails.  But  this  pretence  has  been 
often  and  abundantly  confuted  by  great  men ;  and  particularly 
by  the  learned  Bishop  Bull,  in  his  Apology  against  Dr.  TuUy : 
where  he  has  unanswerably  vindicated  the  present  doctrines 
from  the  Articles ^  Liturgy^  Catechism^  Skud  Homilies  of  the  Church 
of  England^. 

2.  A  distinction  should  be  made  between  such  Articles  as, 
being  formed  in  general  terms,  leave  a  latitude  for  private 
opinions ;  and  such  as,  being  otherwise  formed,  leave  no  such 
latitude.  It  is  ridiculous  to  pretend  that,  because  some  articles 
are  general  or  indefinite^  and  may  admit  of  different  explications, 
therefore  all  may,  allowing  that  either  Calvinist  or  Arminian 
may  subscribe  to  the  Articles,  (the  Articles  being  general^  and 
the  main  points  in  dispute  left  undetermined,)  would  it  not  be 
weak  to  argue  from  thence,  that  both  Papists  and  Protestants 
may  likewise  subscribe  to  the  Articles  of  the  Church  of  England! 
Now  it  is  no  less  absurd  to  pretend  that  both  Catholics  and 
Arians  may  subscribe  to  our  forms ;   some  articles  being  as 

fuM  and  strong  tests  against  Arianismy  as  others  are  against 
Popery. 

3.  It  is  not  fairly,  because  not  tnUy,  suggested,  that  when 
men  of  different  sentiments,  as  to  particular  explications,  sub- 
scribe to  the  same  general  words,  that  they  subscribe  in  contra- 
dictory,  or  even  in  different  senses.  Both  subscribe  to  the  same 
general  proposition,  and  both  in  the  same  sense ;  only  they  differ 
in  ihQ  particulars  relating  to  it :  which  is  not  differing  (at  least, 
it  need  not  be)  about  the  sense  of  the  Article^  but  about  parti- 
culars not  contained  in  the  Article.  For  instance :  let  two 
persons  assent  to  a  general  proposition,  This  figure  is  a  triangle  ; 
one  believing  the  triangle  to  be  equilateral^  the  other  believing 
its  sides  to  he  unequal :  they  are  directly  opposite  in  their  senti- 

i  See  also  Dr.  Bennet  on  the  ijtb  Article.  Directions  for  studying,  &c. 
p.  93,  &c. 
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ments,  as  to  what  kind  of  triangle  it  is :  but  in  the  general 
proposition,  that  thejigure  is  a  triangle^  both  agree,  and  in  the 
same  sense. 

In  like  manner,  imagine  the  article  of  Predestination  (and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  any  other  in  like  circumstances)  to  be  left 
in  general  terms.  Both  sides  may  subscribe  to  the  same  general 
proposition,  and  both  in  the  same  sense :  which  sense  reaches 
not  to  the  particulars  in  dispute.  And  if  one  believes  predes- 
tination to  be  absolute^  and  the  other  conditionate ;  .this  is  not 
(on  the  present  supposition)  differing  about  the  sense  of  the 
Article,  but  in  their  respective  additions  to  it. 

4.  It  is  very  uncautiously  and  unaccurately  said,  that  King 
Charles  I.  patronized  the  subscribing  the  same  Articles  either 
in  contradictory  or  different  senses.  His  order  is,  that  every 
subscriber  submit  to  the  Article  in  the  ^^  plain  and  full  meaning 
"  thereof,"  in  the  "  literal  and  grammatical  sense.'^  What  ?  is 
the  plain  and  full  meaning  more  than  one  meaning !  or  is  the 
one  plain  and  full  meaning  two  contradictory  meanings !  Could  it 
be  for  the  honour  of  the  Article  (or  of  the  King)  to  say  this  ? 
No :  but  the  royal  Declaration,  by  "  plain  and  full  meaning,"" 
understands  the  general  meaning,  which  is  but  one;  and  to 
which  all  mi^t  reasonably  stibscribe.  And  he  forbids  any  one'^s 
^^  putting  his  own  sense  or  comment  to  be  the  meaning  of  the 
"  Article,''^  or  to  "  affix  any  new  sense^  to  it :  that  is,  he  forbids 
the  changing  a  general  proposition  into  a  particular ;  he  stands 
up  for  the  general  proposition,  or  for  the  Article  itself;  and 
prohibits  particular  meanings,  as  not  belonging  to  the  Article ; 
nor  being  properly  explications  of  it,  but  additions  to  it.  This  is 
the  plain  import  of  the  royal  Declaration :  and  it  is  both  wise 
and  just;  free  from  any  of  those  strange  consequences,  or 
inferences,  which  some  would  draw  from  it. 

5.  I  must  further  remark,  that  the  present  instance  has  no 
relation  to  the  point  in  hand.  The  propositions  concerning  the 
holy  Trinity,  contained  in  our  public  forms,  are  not  general  or 
indejmite,  but  special  and  determinate,  in  the  very  points  of 
difference  between  Catholics  and  Arians,  (consubstantiaUty,  co- 
equality,  coetemity,  &c.)  and  that  in  as  clear  and  strong  words 
as  any  can  be  devised.  This  is  the  reason  why  the  subscriber 
has  no  latitude  left  in  this  case ;  and  why  an  Arian  can  claim 
no  benefit  from  any  latitude  allowable  in  other  Articles  where 
circumstances  are  plainly  different.     And  it  must  be  thought  a 
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very  peculiar  way  of  reasoning  to  argue  that,  because  a  man 
may  take  a  liberty  where  the  Church  and  State  have  allotted  it, 
therefore  he  may  take  the  same  liberty  where  they  have  not 
aUowed  it :  which  is  all  that  this  plea  amounts  to. 

I  cannot  but  observe  from  the  disputes  and  clamours  that 
have  been  raised  about  the  17th  Article  of  our  Church,  what  a 
tender  regard  has  all  along  been  paid  to  the  point  of  the  wh- 
scription  /  and  how  jealous  men  have  been  of  any  the  least 
appearaneej  or  umbrage  of  prevarication^  in  so  serious  and  sacred 
a  thing.  What  then  must  be  said  of  those  who  plead  for  a 
plain,  open  prevarication,  in  a  case  which  can  admit  of  no 
dispute  with  any  considering  man,  and  has  hardly  so  much  as  a 
colour  left  for  it ! 

Plea  XV. 

**  That  Article  in  the  Nicene  Creed  (0/  one  substance  with  the 
"  Father)  is  now  (through  the  ambiguity  of  the  Latin  and 
"  English  translation)  by  most  men  taken  much  otherwise  than 
"  the  Council  intended  it.  For  the  greater  part  of  modem 
"  Christians  (if  we  may  judge  by  the  writings  of  eminent  divines) 
*^  understand  it  (as  if  it  had  been  TovrootJo-ios)  to  signify  of  one 
^*'  individhial  substance  with  the  Father,  whereas  all  learned  men 
"  know  that  the  Greek  word  (Sfioovaios)  never  had  any  such 
'^  signification,  and  that  the  Council  meant  no  such  thing.'" 
Clarke's  Beply,  p.  35. 

Answse. 

Here  is  little  more  in  this  plea  than  a  cavil  upon  the  double 
meaning  of  the  word  individual ;  which  has  been  sufficiently 
exposed  in  another  place.  It  has  also  been  shewn  that  the 
doctrine  of  the  Nicene  Council  is  rightly  enough  understood  by 
modem  Christians;  and  that  while  the  Doctor  so  magisterially 
censures  the  whole  Christian  worlds  in  a  manner,  yet  no  one 
ever  understood  this  matter  less,  or  talked  more  crudely  of  it 
than  the  Doctor  himself  hath  done,  in  this  very  page  of  his 
Beply.  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  544.  and  Reply  to  Dr. 
Whitby,  p.  203,  &c  of  this  volume. 

Plea  XVI. 

"  It  becomes  a  sincere  man  (especially  if  he  varies  from 
"  notions  commonly  received)  to  declare  plainly  in  what  sense 
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**  he  undergtands  any  words  of  human  institution ;  that  his 
^^  inferiors  and  equaU  may  not  be  imposed  upon  by  him,  and 
"  that  his  superiors  may  judge  of  such  dedaratim^     ClarMs 

^'y»  P-  33- 

^^  Dr.  Clarke,  of  all  men,  could  least  be  charged  with  coRtisum, 

**'  because  he  has  declared  publicly  his  opinions  in  this  matter."^ 

Modest  Plea,  p.  221. 

Answer. 

I  have  reserved  this  plea  to  the  last,  as  being  of  a  very 
diiferent  kind  from  the  rest,  and  withal  carrying  a  more 
plausible  show  of  frankness  and  sincerity  in  it.  Nevertheless, 
this,  though  it  has  an  appearance  of  fairness,  will  by  no  means 
serve  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  brought. 

Suppose  any  disaffected  persons  in  this  kingdom  should  invent 
some  strange,  forced,  unheard  of  interpretation  of  the  civil 
oathSy  to  eliide  and  fntstrate  the  intent  of  them ;  and  declare 
in  print,  that  they  themselves  take  the  oaths  in  this  new  sense, 
advising  their  brethren  to  do  the  same  ;  would  such  declaration 
be  sufficient  to  salve  their  honesty^  or  to  make  them  righteous  in 
the  sight  of  God  or  man  ?  would  they  not  be  rather  thought 
♦  the  more  notoriously  wicked,  as  not  only  venturing  upon 
perjury  themselves,  but  instructing  and  seducing  others  into  the 
same  crime ! 

Their  giving  notice  of  the  prevarication  would  not  be  acquit* 
ting  themselves  of  the  guilt,  but  proclaiming  it;  and,  in 
some  respects,  increasing  it :  as  it  would  not  only  be  doing  an 
iU  thing,  but,  what  is  worse,  boasting  of  it,  and  teaching  others 
to  do  the  like.  One  dishonest  act,  or  more,  are  not  so  dan- 
gerous or  pernicious,  as  the  laying  down  principles,  and  con- 
triving suhtiUies  and  artificial  evasions,  whereby  to  undermine  the 
very  foundations  of  moral  honesty. 

I  am  not  sensible  that  there  is  difference  enough  between 
this  and  the  other  case,  to  make  one  iwnocent  and  the  other 
highly  criminal.  Nothing  can  be  pleaded  for  it  but  the  presumed 
consent  of  the  superiors,  after  declaration  made.  But  that 
no  such  presumed  consent  can  have  any  place  in  the  matter 
of  subscription,  may  appear  from  the  reasons  following. 

I .  Because  superiors  may  often  connive  at,  or  tolerate  offences : 
which  are  never  the  less  offences  for  such  connivance. 

a.  Because  so  long  as  our  superiors  continue  the  same /orm^, 
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which  clearly  express  such  a  sense,  they  must  be  presumed 
to  intend  the  same  sense^  tfll  they  declare  otherwise.  And 
their  permitting  the  same  forms  to  stand  is  a  much  sorer 
argument  of  their  still  intending  the  same  thing,  than  their 
suffering  an  offender  to  escape,  with  impunity,  can  be  of  the 
contrary. 

3.  The  expressions  of  our  Articles^  Liturgies^  CreedSy  and  Laws^ 
are  all  eo  plain  and^t^  for  the  received  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ^ 
and  against  the  new  scheme^  that  a  man  must  have  a  very  mean 
ojpinion  either  of  the  tmderstanding  or  integrity  of  his  superiors^ 
to  suppose  that  they  can  ever  aUow  him  to  trifle  at  such  a  rate 
in  so  serious  a  matter  as  subscription.  And  it  must  be  observed 
that  our  superiors  speak  by  the  puhUc  forms^  as  much  as 
the  legislature  speaks  by  the  puhlic  laws:  and  no  sense  can 
be  their  sense  but  the  plain^  imudy  literal  meaning  of  those 
ptMic  forms ;  till  some  as  public  and  as  authentic  declaration 
alters  the  caae. 

If  the  stibscription  contended  for  be  in  itself  Jraudtdent^ 
as  elusive  of  the  law,  a  man'^s  declaring,  or  giving  notice  of  it, 
does  not  alter  its  nature,  or  make  it  legal.  Suppose  a  man 
should  declare  that  he  subscribes  only  so  far  as  is  agreeable 
to  Scripture  ;  (a  method  disallowed  by  our  laws,  according  to  the 
unanimous  resolution  of  aU  ibeJudgeSy  as  before  observed :)  such 
declaration  would  never  alter  the  nature  of  the  subscription ;  but 
it  would  be  as  much  against  law  as  ever,  notwithstanding :  and^ 
for  that  very  reason,  it  would  be  unrighteous  and  dishonest. 
But  I  have  also  observed,  that  subscribing  in  any  sense  contrary 
to  iihQ  plain  force  of  words,  and  known  meaning  of  the  imposers, 
is  equally  illegal  with  the  other :  and  therefore  neither  can  this 
be  justified  any  more  than  the  other.  And  since  whatever 
is  illegal  is  of  course  condemned  by  our  superiors^  who  speak  by 
the  pMic  lawSy  it  is  evident  that  our  superiors  condemn  this 
kind  of  subscription ;  and  consequently  there  is  no  pretence  left 
for  a  presumed  consent^  uidess  our  superiors  can  be  presumed 
both  to  aUow  and  condemn  the  very  same  thing  at  the  same 
time. 

4.  I  must  add,  that  our  superiors  have,  from  time  to  time,  (as 
there  has  been  occasion,)  sufficiently  testified  their  disallowance 
of  any  attempts  tending  to  undermine  the  Catholic  received 
doctrine  of  the  ever  blessed  Trinity.  His  present  Majesty^s 
Dire^umSy  at  this  very  juncture,  are  yet  fresh  in  our  minds: 

u  2 
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where  (to  the  general  joy  and  satisfaction  of  the  kingdom) 
he  has  signified  his  just  resentments  against  those  "  impious 
"  tenets  and  doctrines  which  have  been  of  late  advanced  and 
"  maintained  with  much  boldness  and  openness,  contrary  to  the 
"  great  and  fundamental  truths  of  the  Christian  religion,  and 
**  particularly  to  the  doctrine  of  the  holy  and  ever  blessed 
"  TRiNirY.*"     And  his  royal  command  is,  that  "  no  preacher 

"  presume  to   deliver    any  other  doctrine concerning  the 

"  blessed  Trinity,  thm  what  is  contained  in  the  holy  Scriptures, 
"  and  is  agreeable  to  the  three  Creeds,  and  the  XXXIX 
"  Articles  of  religion.*"    Now  the   8th  Article  of  our  Church 
expressly  afl&rms  that  the  "  three  Creeds  may  be  proved  by  most 
"  certain  warrants  of  holy  Scripture.*"    Whosoever  therefore 
gives  it  out  for  Scripture  doctrine,  that  "  the  one  God  always 
"  signifies  the  Father  f  or  that  "  more  Persons  than  one  cannot 
"  be,  or  are  not,  one  God  ^  or  that  "  God  with  any  high  epithet 
"  always  signifies  the  Father  ^  or  that  "  the   Son  or  Holy 
"  Ghost  is  not  God,  Lord,  Almighty,  eternal,  uncreated,  and 
"  incomprehensible,  as  much  as  the  Father;''  I  say,  whoever 
pretends  Scripture  for  these,  or  the  Uke.  positions,   (positions 
plainly  repugnant  to  the  Athanasian  Creed,  which  Creed  may 
be    proved  from  Scripture,   according  to   Article    the    8th,) 
does  at  the  same  time  act  in  opposition  to  his  superiors^  who 
have  enjoined  the  observance  of  the  Creeds  and  Articles.    If  it 
be  said  that  such  general  orders  or  directions  of  superiors  reach 
not  to  this  particular  case,  as  not  containing  any  formed  pro- 
hibition of  those  newly-devised  senses   put   upon   the  Creeds 
and  Articles;  I  answer,  that  there  is  no  more  occasion  for 
a  formal  prohibition  against  perverting  the  plain  sense  of  the 
Creeds  or  Articles,  than  there  is  for  the  like  prohibition  against 
perverting  the  sense  of  the  civU  oaths.     AU  that  have  conunon 
understanding  are  supposed  to   know,  that    directing  us  to 
adhere  to  the  Creeds  and  Articles,  is  directing  us  to  adhere  to 
their  true  sense,  that  being  always  implied.    To  pervert  their 
true  and  certain  sense,  is  not  adhering  to  our  Church's  forms, 
but  contradicting  them :  which,  though  it  be  done  in  an  insidious 
way,  and  under  the  false  name  of  explaining  them;  yet,  in 
reality,  means  the  same  thing  as  the  most  direct  and  formal 
apposition  to  them.     And  however  the  disguise  may  be  serviceable 
in  the  eyes  of  men,  yet  conscience  is  not  a  thing  to  be  played 
with  in  that  manner ;  neither  will  such  vain  pretences  avail  any 
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thing  in  the  sight  of  God.  Subscribing  in  this  method  is  really 
nothing  else  but  ehding  the  whole  design  of  the  laws,  and 
imposing  upon  the  rtUing  powers:  but  it  must  be  doubly 
rude,  and  absurd,  at  the  same  time,  to  presume,  that  any 
man  can  have  their  consent  for  it.     So  much  for  this. 

I  have  now  run  through  all  the  pleas,  pretences,  or  excuses 
(argwments  I  will  not  call  them)  that  I  could  any  where  meet 
with  for  the  new  method  of  subscribing.  The  reader  is  not 
to  wonder  at  the  number  of  them,  which  is  an  argument  only  of 
a  had  cause.  Had  there  been  any  good  reason  whereon  to  found 
it^  there  had  been  no  need  of  running  out  into  such  multiplicity. 
But  when  men  have  once  left  the  plain  and  true  way  to  follow 
their  own  wanderings,  invention  is  fruitful ;  and  it  is  very  easy 
always  to  have  a  great  deal  to  say,  after  a  man  is  gone  beyond 
the  rule  of  speaking  to  the  purpose.  I  believe,  I  may  now  venture 
to  affirm  that  the  cause  which  those  gentlemen  have  taken 
in  hand,  is  one  of  the  weakest  that  was  ever  undertaken  by  wise 
men.  False  facts,  groundless  surmises,  and  inconclusive  reason- 
ings, are  all  that  it  has  to  subsist  upon.  And  yet  I  have 
hitherto  allowed  them,  for  argument  sake,  one  supposition ; 
namely,  that  the  expressions  in  our  forms  are  capable  of  a  sense 
consistent  with  their  principles:  and  I  Ifave  shewn,  notwith- 
standing, that  their  subscription  is  /rauduient ;  because  repug- 
nant to  the  moTe  plain  and  ohmous  sense  of  the  words,  and  the 
known  intention  of  the  imposers.  But  I  must  now  examine 
the  truth  of  that  supposition  which  has  been  thus  far  allowed 
them :  and  if  that  also  proves  weak  and  groundless ;  there  will 
then  be  nothing  of  colour  or  pretence  left  for  that  subscription  ; 
but  the  very  men  themselves  who  either  use  it,  or  plead  for  it, 
must  be  sel/condemned.  I  shall  therefore  next  examine  how  that 
case  stands ;  not  that  I  need  put  the  issue  of  the  cause  upon  it, 
(for  it  is  a  clear  point  that  th6  subscription  pleaded  for  is 
wnjustifiahle,  though  I  allowed  them  the  present  supposition,) 
but  ex  abwndanti,  and  to  shew  how  miserably  weak,  and  des- 
titute of  all  support,  the  opposite  persuasion  is,  I  may  inquire 
whether  even  this  their  last  refuge  may  not  be  taken  from 
them. 
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CHAP.  V. 

J%at  several  expressions  in  our  public  forms  are  really  not  capa- 
ble of  a  sense  consistent  wiOi  the  Arian  hypothesis,  or  new 
scheme. 

IT  must  be  owned  that  words  are  arUtrary  signs  of  things ; 
and  so,  in  some  sense,  it  may  be  said  that  the  word  white  is 
capable  of  signifying  black,  and  the  word  Ught  might  signify 
darkness,  if  the  custom  of  speech  had  not  otherwise  determined. 
I  suppose,  those  gentlemen  will  not  extend  their  notion,  of  words 
being  capahle  of  their  sense,  thus  far.  They  must  have  regard 
to  cusUym  of  speech,  to  use  of  language,  to  conmion  rules  of  gram- 
mar  and  criticism,  in  determining  whether  words  be  capahle  of 
such  a  sense  or  no.  And  whatever  forms  are  capahle  of  that 
sense  which  is  contended  for,  must  be  conceived  capable  of  being 
paraphrased  into  that  same 'sense,  by  putting  other  equivalent 
words  into  their  place..  By  these  rules  and  measures  I  shall 
proceed  in  the  inquiry,  whether  the  expressicms  of  our  pt^bUa 
forms  are  capable  of  an  Arian  sense  or  no.  Dr.  Glarke  has  re^ 
duced  the  number  of  those  which  we  chiefly  insist  on  to  27- 
I  shall  single  out  some  of  them,  following  the  order  wherein  they 
lie,  in  the  first  edition  of  '^Scripture  Doctrine,^^  together  with 
Dr.  darkens  interpretation  of  them.  I  shall  begin  with  the  Atha- 
nasian  Greed. 

*'  Whosoever  will  be  saved ;  before  all  things  it  is  necessary 
^^  that  he  hold  the  Gatholic  faith. 

^'  Which  £aith  except  every  one  do  keep  whole  and  undefiled ;. 
"  without  doubt  he  shall  perish  everlastingly. 

^^  And  the  Catholic  faith  is  this,  &c. 

^*He  therefore  that  will  be  saved  must  thus  think  of  the 
"Trinity. 

"This  is  the  Catholic  faith;  which,  except  a  man  beUeve 
"  faithfully,  he  cannot  be  saved."*^ 

These  are  what  they  call  damnatory  clauses :  and  it  ought  ta 
be  matter  of  serious  inquiry,  in  whoit  sense  the  gentlemea  of  the 
Arian  persuasion  can  subscribe  them,  without  subscribing  their 
own  damnation.  The  very  lowest  sense  and  import  of  those 
damnatory  clauses  has  ever  been  conceived  to  intend  thus  much, 
that  the  main  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  and  incarnation,  the  doc- 
trine of  worshipping  one  Ood  in  three  Persons,  and  three  Persons 
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in  one  God;  and  the  doctrine  of  perfect  Ood  and  perfect  man, 
united  in  one  God-man,  are  necessarily  to  be  believed  (or  how- 
ever not  disbelieved)  by  all  persons  of  years  and  discretion^  (who 
have  had  the  opportimity  of  being  duly  instructed,)  under  peril 
of  eternal  damnation.  As  the  author  of  the  Creed  could  not 
intend  less  than  this^  so  neither  can  the  words  themselves  import 
less.  And  yet  there  is  just  reason  to  question  whether  the  ad- 
vocates for  the  new  scheme  think  it  necessary  to  wimhip  Ch>d  the 
Son  or  God  the  Holy  Ghost  at  all ;  it  being  a  principle  much 
contended  for  amongst  them,  to  direct  their  prayers  wnifomdy  to 
God  the  Father  ;  ''meaning,  I  suppose,  to  him^  and  to  him  only : 
and  it  is  certain  that  they  neither  believe  three  Persons  to  be  oti^ 
God;  nor  perfect  God  (in  the  sense  of  the  Creed)  to  be  united 
personally  with  perfect  man  to  make  one  God-man.  Dr.  Clarke, 
in  his  Comments,  takes  a  great  deal  of  pains  to  prove  that  par- 
ticiUar  explica>tions  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  cannot  be  necessary  to  salvation.  This  proceeding  of 
his  would  be  right,  if  he  had  been  teaching  his  followers  to  sub- 
scribe with  this  reserve,  viz.  so  far  as  is  agreeable  to  what  they 
think  Scripture :  but  since  they  are  to  subscribe  in  some  sense 
whereof  the  words  are  capable^  as  well  as  agreeably  to  Scripture, 
his  pMns  would  have  been  better  employed  in  shewing  how  the 
damnatory  clauses  can  be  capable  of  a  lower  sense  than  that 
which  has  been  given. 

"We  worship  one  God  in  Trinity,  and  Trinity  in  Unity.'* 
Here  it  is  to  be  noted,  that  Dr.  Clarke  and  his  adherents  always 
by  one  God  understand  God  the  Father  only :  and  will  never 
allow  two  Persons  in  one  God^  though  the  words  of  the  Creed 
plainly  include  three.  Let  us  see  then  how  these  words  must  be 
paraphrased^  to  make  them  consistent  with  their  princijdes.  It 
is  thus: 

"We  worship  one  God  (the  Father)  in  Father,  Son,  and 
"  Holy  Ghost :  and  we  worship  Father,  Son,  and.  Holy  Ghost, 
"  in  one  God  the  Father.  That  is,  by  referring  all  the  worship 
"  to  the  Father  ultimately,  as  to  the  one  supreme  Head.^  Let 
us  consider  what  can  be  made  of  this  construction.  It  may  be 
turned  two  ways :  either  thus,  We  worship  one  Person  in  three 
Persons,  and  three  Persons  in  one  Person,  (which  is  flat  enough, 
and  scarce  sense ;)  or  else  thus,  We  worship  one  God,  the  Ea- 

*  See  Modest  Plea,  p.  177.    Brief  Answer  to  Dr.  W.  p.  64. 
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theTf  principally^  worshipping  three  Persons  ;  and  we  worship 
three  Persons^  worshipping  one  God,  the  Father,  principally. 
This  indeed  is  sense ;  but  such  as  no  one  ever  did  or  ever  would 
express  in  the  words  of  the  Creed.  It  is  not  said,  Unum  Deum 
Patrem  priBcipue  venerantes,  Trinitatem  veneremur  ;  et  TrinitO' 
tern  venerantes  unum  Patrem  prcecipue  veneremur:  but  it  is, 
Unum  Deum  in  Trinitate,  et  IHnitatem  in  Unitate  veneremur. 
tva  &€6v  iv  TpiJiZiy  Koi  Tpuiba  iv  iMvibi,  <r4p<aii€V.  Plainly  sig- 
nifying, that  the  one  God  to  be  worshipped  is  the  Trinity,  and 
the  Trinity  to  be  worshipped  is  the  one  God.  We  may  proceed 
to  what  follows. 

"  Neither  confounding  the  Persons,  nor  dividing  the  substance. 
*'  For  there  is  one  Person  of  the  Father,  another  of  the  Son, 
"and  another  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  But  the  Godhead  of  tho 
"  Father,  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost  is  all  one,  &c.'' 
Here  the  meaning  of  the  words  is  very  plain,  that  the  Persons 
must  not  be  con/otmded^  because  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost 
are  distinct  Persons :  nor  the  substance  of  the  three  Persons  be 
divided,  because  the  Godhead  of  the  three  is  aU  one.  To  para- 
phrase the  words,  upon  the  Doctor'^s  principles,  they  must  run 
thus : 

^^  Neither  confowndmg  the  Persons,  nor  dimdmg  the  Father's 
*'  substa/nce :  for  the  three  Persons  are  distinct,  but  the  divinity 
"  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  is  no  other  than  what  is  communi- 
**  cated  from  the  Father.""  By  this  paraphrase,  the  whole  force 
of  the  sentence  is  broken  and  confused.  Understanding  sub- 
stance of  the  three  Persons,  the  whole  is  well  connected:  for 
here  is  a  reason  given  why  their  substance  is  not  divided;  viz. 
because  their  Godhead  is  one.  But  what  sense  or  connection  is 
there  in  saying  that  the  Father's  substance  is  not  divided ;  for, 
or  because,  the  divinity  of  the  Son,  &c.  is  no  other  than  what  is 
communicated  from  him  \  No  one  would  ever  have  expressed 
the  Doctor^s  sense  in  those  words  of  the  Creed,  or  in  that  man- 
ner. Besides,  the  words  Godhead  all  one,  {una  divinitas,  fUa 
$€6Trjs,)  applied  here  to  three  Persons,  are  of  knotcn,  certain  sig- 
nification ;  denoting  that  the  stibstcmce  of  the  three  is  one,  and 
that  all  are  one  God.  So  that  if  either  the  coherence  of  the  sen- 
tence, or  the  grammatical  sense  of  words,  or  their  constant  and 
customary  use  in  Church  writers,  be  of  any  weight ;  the  passage 
now  before  us  is  not  capable  of  that  sense  which  the  Doctor 
would  wrest  it  to;  but  must  be  construed  in  another:  which 
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other  is  likewise  confirmed  by  the  words  following;  **  the  glory 
'*  equal,  the  majesty  coetemal.^ 

As  to  glory  equals  the  Doctor  takes  care  to  tell  us,  it  must  not 
be  understood  in  the  same  sense  as  ooordincste  beings  are  equal  to 
one  another.  Well,  that  we  know :  but  what  sense  must  the 
suhscriber  understand  it  in  ?  The  Doctor  says,  in  '^  such  a  sense 
^^  as  he  who  derives  his  essence  or  being  from  another^  can  be 
"  equals  &c."  Well,  but  what  if  the  subscriiery  according  to  his 
Arian  sense  of  deriving  being^  &c.  thinks  that  the  glory  of  the 
second  and  third  Persons  can  be  in  no  sense  equal  to  that  of  the 
first ;  any  more  than  the  glory  of  a  creatwre  can  be  e(pi<tl  to  the 
glory  of  the  Creator  ;  how  then  can  he  subscribe  to  these  words, 
which  are  express  for  equality  of  glory ^  in  some  sense  or  other? 
The  Doctor'^s  last  shift  is,  that  it  may  be  understood  in  such  a 
sense  as  Christ  is  said  to  be  2b-os  0€<p,  (or  td-a  0e4>,)  a^  God^  or 
equcd  with  God.  But  the  Doctor's  construction  of  7<ra  0e^ 
(Phil.  ii.  6.)  is  no  more  than  to  be  honoured  as  Lord  of  all  things^ 
that  is,  with  honour  eqyi/il^  or  suitable  to  such  a  Gody  or  Lord,  so 
exalted ;  not  with  honour  eqiud  to  that  which  belongs  to  God 
the  Father.  But  the  Creed  plainly  makes  the  glory  of  each 
Person  equal  to  the  glory  of  any  other  Person :  wherefore  the 
words  are  not  capable  of  such  a  sense  as  the  Doctor  has  put 
upon  Tea  0e<p,  but  the  su^bscriber  is  left  to  seek  out  for  some 
other ;  or  else  to  subscribe  the  words  in  7io  sense  at  all.  The 
next  words  of  the  Creed  are, 

"  Majesty  coetemal.""  The  word  coetemal  is  of  a  Jixed  and 
inotim  sense  in  ecclesiastical  writers :  never  used  to  signify  any 
thing  less  than  absolute  eternity,  without  beginning,  and  without 
end.  How  contradictory  this  sense  is  to  the  principles  of  the 
party,  may  be  seen  from  the  author  of  the  Apology  for  Dr. 
Clarke,  who  says  thus :  '^  Though  the  generation  of  the  Son,  and 
^^  procession  of  the  Holy  Ghost  may,  in  a  sense,  be  said  to  be 
**  etemaly  as  they  were  irpb  itivnav  and  itph  oliviAV^  yet  what  is 
^'this  to  the  absolute  eternity  of  a  self-existent  Being  ^!^'  We 
see  what  the  Apologist  thought  of  the  great,  the  infinite  dis- 
parity between  the  eternity  of  the  Father,  and  the  eternity  of 
either  of  the  other  two  Persons :  nor  did  the  Doctor  in  his 
answer  to  him  disapprove  of  his  sentiments ;  but  rather  {tacitly 
at  least)  acquiesced  in  them.     How  then  can  these  gentlemen 

1  Page  50,  51,  438. 
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subscribe  to  the  coetemity  of  the*  three  Persons !  The  Doctor 
in  his  comments  admits  that  the  second  and  third  Persons  have 
ahoays  been  with  the  firsts  which  he  explains  by  lefore  all  a^es^ 
and  before  time.  If  this  comes  up  to  a  coetemity y  it  is  well :  if 
not^  he  does  but  deceive  himself  and  his  followers ;  for  coetemctl 
can  bear  but  one  sense^  and  can  admit  of  no  degrees,  no  differ- 
ence in  point  of  duration. 

The  reader  should  here  observe  the  artful  method  of  explain- 
ing away  the  sense  of  a  creeds  or  of  any  other  writing :  not  for 
the*  sake  of  learning  it,  (for  it  is  not  worth  it,)  but  to  be  armed 
against  it,  and  to  prevent  being  imposed  upon  by  it.  When  a 
word  occurs,  of  ^  fixed  sense,  and  which  is  not  liked ;  the  way  is 
first  to  look  out  for  another  word  that  is  (mingwms^  which  may 
bear  the  mme  sense,  but  may  also  bear  another.  Draw  but  a 
reader  thus  far  to  let  slip  the  first  word,  and  to  take  this  other 
instead  of  it,  and  then  the  work  is  half  done.  Having  a  word 
with  ttco  senses,  drop  by  degrees  the  sense  you  have  no  mind  to, 
and  take  the  other,  still  substituting  other  words  which  may 
come  nearer  and  nearer  to  the  sense  you  aim  at ;  till  at  length, 
by  several  removes,  you  get  quite  off  from  the  sense  of  the  word 
you  began  with. 

Thus  in  the  present  instance ;  from  coetemaly  a  word  of  fixed 
sense,  and  rather  too  hiph  for  the  Arian  hypothesis,  the  learned 
Doctor  puts  "always  with  the  Father;'"  which  might  indeed 
signify  the  same  thing,  but  is  however  capable  of  a  hwer  sense : 
and  to  bring  the  sense  gradually  down,  the  Doctor  next  sub- 
stitutes the  phrase  "  before  all  ages,""  which  again  is  equivocal^ 
and  does  not  sound  quite  so  high  as  the  former :  then,  to  lower 
the  sense  still  further,  he  has  another  phrase,  viz.  "before  time:'' 
and  tims^  in  a  restrained  sense,  may  be  said  to  have  commenced 
with  the  world.  So  now  he  is  got  low  enough,  and  the  reader 
may  be  supposed,  by  these  several  steps,  to  have  lost  the  sight 
of  coetemaL    But  to  pass  on. 

^'  Such  as  the  Father  is,  such  i^  the  Son,  and  such  is  the  Holy 
"  Ghost."  The  Doctor's  interpretation  of  it  is;  "««cA  in  all 
"  senses  wherein  he  that  derives  his  essence  or  being  from 
"  another,  can  he  such  as  is  he  from  whom  he  derives  it."  Here 
again  he  leaves  bis  svhscriber  in  the  dark.  For  what  if  he  had 
said,  sftch  in  all  senses  wherein  a  creatwre  can  be  sudi  as  his 
Creator?  which  I  am  afraid  is  the  true  meaning  of  most  of  his 
disciples.     This  would  come  to  the  same  as'  saying  such  in 
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no  sense :  so  that  by  this  limitation,  he  takes  away  the  plain  force 
of  the  words;  and  teaches  his  followers  to  subscribe,  not  '^in 
^*  such  sense  as  the  words  are  capable  of  :^  but  "  so  far  as  is 
"  agreeable  to  what  they  call  Scripture."'  The  Creed  is  positive 
that  the  second  and  third  Persons  are  such  as  the  J^rst ;  and 
immediately  after  specifies  the  respects  in  which  they  are 
swA.  Such  in  respect  of  their  being  eternal;  such  in  respect  of 
their  being  uncreated;  such  in  respect  of  their  being  incon^ 
prehensible^  Almighty^  Ood^  and  Lord.  That  is,  all  the  three 
Persons  are  equally^  and  in  the  same  sense^  uncreated,  etemat, 
mcomprehensihley  Almighty^  Ood^  and  Lord.  This  is  plainly 
the  doctrine  of  the  Creed ;  the  Uteral  and  grammatical  sense  <^ 
the  words.  Now,  to  qualify  absolute  propositions  with  reserves 
and  limitations^  in  the  manner  the  Doctor  does,  is  not  explaining 
their  sense,  but  contradicting  it.  Neither  can  this  be  called 
subscribing  in  a  sense  of  which  the  words  are  capaMe,  but 
only  "  so  far  as  is  agreeable  to  what  some  call  Scripture  :^ 
which  rule  of  subscribing  is  condemned  by  those  gentlemen. 

"  The  Father  uncreate,  the  Son  uncreate,  and  the  Holy 

"  Ghost  uncreate And  yet  not  three  uncreated,  but  one 

"  uncreated.""  The  Doctor  here  teaches  the  subscriber  to 
acknowledge  every  Person  to  be  uncreated^  (iicrioros,)  and 
yet,  to  say  that  there  are  not  three  uncreated  {itcrioTot,} 
Persons,  but  one  uncreated  Person;  which  is  a  staring  con- 
tradiction: besides,  it  is  owning  two  of  the  Persons  to  bo 
creatures,  in  some  sense,  which  the  Doctor  at  other  time» 
studiously  avoids.  But  he  was  here  in  great  straits;  and 
was  to  venture  upon  any  things  rather  than  admit  what  he 
has  the  utmost  aversion  to,  three  Persons  to  be  on^  tmcreated 
Being,  or  God, 

He  has  no  possible  way  of  reconciling  the  seeming  contror 
diction  contained  in  his  comment,  but  by  making  a  distinction 
between  derived  uncreoitednessy  and  underined  tmcreatedness : 
which  would  have  appeared  so  odd  and  fanciful,  that  he  chose 
not  to  mention  it  in  terms,  but  only  to  hint  it  in  generals. 
What  precludes  this,  and  every  other  pretence  of  that  kind,  is, 
that  the  Creed  plainly  makes  the  uncreatedness  of  the  second  and 
third  Persons  to  be  stAch  as  the  Father's  is,  that  is,  of  the  sa^m 
hindy  and  to  be  understood  in  the  same  sense,  there  being 
no  difference  or  distinction  in  that  respect. 

^'  The  Father  incomprehensible,  the  Son  incomprehensible. 
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"  and  the  Holy  Ghost  incomprehensible ^And  yet  there  are 

"  not  three  incomprehensibles,  iiU  one  incomprehensible."  The 
Doctor  takes  the  same  way  with  this  as  with  the  former 
passage;  and  runs  into  the  like  contradiction  to  avoid  the 
admitting  so  shocking  a  thing  to  him,  as  the  notion  of  three 
Persons  being  one  incomprehensible  ;  which  is  the  certain  meaning 
of  the  Greed.  I  shall  say  no  more  to  this^  but  refer  the  reader 
to  what  I  have  observed  upon  the  passage  preceding. 

"  The  Father  eternal,  tiie  Son  eternal,  and  the  Holy  Ghost 
"eternal.  And  yet  they  are  not  three  eternals,  but  one 
"  eternal.'^  Here  the  words  are  so  express  for  three  Persons 
being  one  eternal^  (which  the  Doctor  can  by  no  means  bear,)  that 
he  had  no  way  left  but  to  change  thetf  are  not  into  there  are  not : 
without  considering  that  the  subscriber  must  give  his  wnfeign^ed 
assent  and  consent  to  they  are  not ;  and  must  so  read  in  the  public 
congregation.  Besides  this  inconvenience^  which  the  Doctor 
seemed  to  be  unapprized  of;  there  is  another  which  he  was 
forced  to  run  upon^  (contrary  to  his  usual  caution,)  and  that 
was  to  say, ''  there  are  not  three  eternal  Persons,^  hereby  denying 
the  eternity  of  two  of  them.  And  yet  the  Creed,  more  than  once, 
expressly  asserts  the  coetemity  of  all  three ;  and  besides  plainly 
teaches  that  the  eternity  of  the  second  and  third  Persons  is  such 
a^  the  Father^s  is.  Nor  will  the  Doctor^s  distinction  of  a 
derived  and  undervoed  eternity  help  him  in  this  matter :  for  the 
sense  of  the  word  eternity  has  nothing  to  do  with  that  dis- 
tinction, being  but  one,  and  importing  neither  more  nor  less 
than  heginningless  amd  endless  duration. 

"  The  Father  is  Almighty,  the  Son  Almighty,  and  the  Holy 
"  Ghost  Almighty.  And  yet  they  are  not  three  Almighties, 
"  but  one  Almighty.'**  Here  the  Doctor  again  changes  they  are 
not  into  thm^e  are  not:  thereby  signifying  that  the  subscriber 
cannot  honestly  assent  to,  or  make  use  of,  they  are  not ;  though 
he  does  not  tell  him  how  to  avoid  the  doing  of  it,  solemnly,  and 
in  the  face  of  the  public  congregation. 

I  take  no  notice  of  the  Doctor^s  choosing  r/>ei$  iravro^paixoiy 
rather  than  rpcis  TsavTOKpirop^^,  because  he  will  claim  the 
privilege  of  taking  which  he  Kkes  best :  otherwise  the  Greek 
copies  favour  the  latter  as  much  as  the  former ;  and  the  Latin 
original  is  indifferent  to  either. 

"  The  Father  is  G^,  the  Son  is  G^,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  is 
"  God.    And  yet  they  are  not  three  Gods,  but  one  God."     We 
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have  the  eame  coUtman  again  practised,  in  changing  thsy  are  not 
into  there  are  not,  only  for  the  sake  of  avoiding  what  the  Creed 
mainly  intends  to  teach,  that  the  ^'  three  Persons  are  one  God."^  I 
shall  not  here  repeat  what  I  have  before  said :  but  shall  only 
observe  an  omismn  which  the  Doctor  is  guilty  of,  in  not 
teaching  the  8uh»criber  how  to  reconcile  the  contradiction  of 
every  Person  being  a  Oody  (for  so  it  must  be  on  his  principles,) 
and  yet  not  three  Gods.  For  though  there  be  but  one  supreme 
Gody  (upon  the  Doctor's  hypothesis,)  yet  one  supreme  God,  and 
two  inferior  Gods,  are  three  Gods,  in  such  a  sense  as  neither 
Scripture  nor  antiquity  can  ever  allow.  The  like  might  be  said 
of  the  next  paragraph,  respecting  one  Lord  and  three  Lords.  I 
shall  just  take  notice  of  a  slight  inconsistency  of  the  Doctor,  in 
explaining  this  paragraph.  To  account  for  the  Holy  Ghosts 
being  here  called  God,  he  is  forced  to  admit  that  he  is  repre- 
sented in  Scripture  as  "  exercising  divine  power  and  authority,^ 
p.  435.  But  if  we  turn  back  to  Prop.  xxv.  p.  296.  we  are  there 
told  that  the  Holy  Ghost,  in  the  New  Testament,  is  never 
expressly  styled  God ;  ^^  because  he  ib  no  where  represented  as 
*'  sitting  upon  a  throne,  or  exercising  supreme  dominion,  &c.'^ 
So  that  it  seems  the  Doctor  can  make  it  out  either  way; 
that  the  Scripture  has,  or  has  not,  given  ground  enough 
for  styling  the  Holy  Ghost  God,  just  as  occasion  serves.  But  to 
pass  on. 

"  In  this  Trinity,  none  is  afore,  or  after  other,^  {NihU  prius 
aut  postering— oTy  Nemo  primus  aut  postremus.  oibiv  irp&Tov 
^  iiTr€pov — aliiery  ohhAs  irp&ros  ^  laxaros,)  "  but  the  whole  three 
"  Persons  are  coetemal.'"  The  coetemity  could  not  be  expressed 
in  stronger  words  than  is  here  done,  both  positively  and 
negatively. 

If  the  Doctor  and  his  friends  believe  it,  it  is  well:  if  not,  it  is 
very  certain  that  they  cannot  honestly  subscribe,  even  upon  their 
own  principles;  for  the  words  are  not  capable  of  any  lotcer 
meaning. 

^^  None  is  greater  or  less  than  another ;  but  the  whole  three 
"  Persons  are^— coequal."" 

The  Doctor^s  comment  upon  the  words  none  is  greater ,  &c.  is, 
that  the  second  and  third  Persons  are  every  where  with  the  ^rst, 
as  they  are  always.  I  doubt  not  but  the  sole  reason  which  led 
the  Doctor  into  this  remote  and  strained  construction,  was 
his  apprehension  that  the  phrase  every  where,  like  the  word 
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ahjoaysy  might  help  him  to  a  dcyulbU  entendre^  for  the  uses  above 
mentioned. 

But  if  every  where  be  capable  of  two  meanings^  the  words  of 
the  Creed  are  not  so ;  "  none  greater  or  less  f'  and  if  they  must 
be  understood  oi  presence j  they  can  signify  nothing  lower  than 
this ;  that  all  the  three  Persons  are  equally  om/nipresent. 

I  am  content  with  this  meaning ;  and  if  it  be  consistent  with 
the  Doctor's  hypothem^  am  very  glad  of  it :  or  if  it  be  not,  then 
he  must  be  concaved  to  advise  the  stibscriber  to  subscribe  in  a 
sense  of  which  the  words  are  not  capable. 

After  I  had  proceeded  thus  far,  and  had  looked  a  little 
forwards,  I  was  much  surprised  to  find  the  Doctor  interpreting 
coequai  very  differently  from  the  words  *'  none  is  greater,  fee.*" 
as  if  they  did  not  both  mean  the  same  thing,  first  negatively^ 
and  then  positively  expressed.  But  the  Doctor,  it  seems,  stands 
by  no  rules  of  interpreting.  They  are  "  coequal'**  (says  he  tmw) 
^^  in  such  a  sense  as  one  or  more  Persons  can  be  equal  to 
^^  another  (from  whom  they  derive  their  being)  by  a  plenary 
*'  communication  of  power,  knowledge,  dignity,  &c.^'  He  has 
the  like  come-off  for  the  words  "  equal  to  the  Father  as  touch- 
^'  ing  his  Godhead  ;^  that  is,  says  he,  equal  ^^  in  such  a  sense 
^  a$  a  derived  being  can  be.*"  I  have  before  observed  something 
of  tins  general  salve^  for  some  other  passages :  and  indeed  it  is 
such  a  sovereign  salvo  for  every  difficulty,  that  he  need  not  have 
made  use  of  any  other*  In  reality,  it  comes  to  no  more  than 
this,  that  he  admits  the  words,  and  the  sense  of  them,  so  far  as 
consistent  with  his  oton  hypothem^  or  his  oton  sense  of  deriving 
being.  In  the  same  way,  a  man  might  subscribe  to  the  decrees 
of  the  Gouncil  of  Trent,  or  to  every  article  of  Pope  Pius's  Creed. 
For  instance :  I  believe  saiiits  may  be  worshipped^  but  in  such  a 
sense  as  worship  ca/n  be  due  to  saints.  I  admit  transubstantiation^ 
but  in  such  a  sense  as  it  can  be  consistent  with  Scripture  and 
reason.  I  admit  prayers  in  an  unknoum  tongue,  but  in  such  a 
seme  as  can  be  reconciled  with  the  i  Cor.  xiv.  And  thus  we 
need  not  scruple  any  thing.  Apply  the  same  salvo  to  the  civU 
oaths^  and  it  may  serve  as  well  there,  to  elude  and  frustrate 
them:  and  a  man  may  swear  to  any  king,  without  acknow- 
ledging his  just  right  or  title.  It  is  but  saying  thus ;  I  believe 
such  a  person  to  be  the  only  rigJU/ul  and  lawful  king  of  these 
realms,  in  sitch  a  sense  as  he  can  be  right/id  and  lawful,  upon  my 
principles,  &c.     And  what  may  not  a  man  swear^  or  subscribe  to 
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in  this  loose  method  t  Now  in  truth,  though  this  kind  of  eoUtman 
is  disguised  by  the  words  sticA  a  sense^  as  if  there  were  a  certain 
sensBy  in  which  the  subscriber  might  fairly  understand  the  words, 
consistent  with  his  own  hypothesis ;  yet  it  really  amounts  to  no 
more  than  this,  the  subscribing  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  his 
own  opinions.  For  a  man  may  make  use  of  the  same  salvo, 
whether  the  words  be  capable  of  any  such  sense^  or  whether  they 
be  not.  If  they  be  capable,  he  is  indeed  bound  up  to  such  sense : 
if  not,  he  is  free,  having  subscribed  to  them  no  further  than  they 
4!an  be  so  understood;  which  perhaps  may  not  be  at  all.  I 
cannot  but  from  hence  observe,  how  unfairly  and  unjustly  the 
very  worthy  and  learned  Bishop  of  Oxford  has  been  treated  for 
confotmding  (as  is  pretended)  these  two  things :  subscribing  so 
far  as  is  agreeable  to  Scripture  ;  and  subscribing  in  such  sense  as 
is  agreeable  to  Scripture,  For  however  distinct  these  two  things 
may  be  in  the  general^  they  are  really  confounded  by  Dr.  Clarke 
himself  in  this  particular  case,  as  I  have  often  observed.  Neither 
will  he  ever  be  able  to  defend  the  point  of  subscription  upon  the 
latter  only,  without  taking  in  ihe  former  also.  His  talking  of 
such  sense  seems  only  to  be  a  cover y  or  plausible  disguise,  for  so 
far  as^  (which  has  deceived  his  unwary  followers  who  have  not 
seen  so  deep  into  this  matter  as  he ;)  and  hence  I  conceive  it  is, 
that  he  has  never  explicitly  condemned  the  subscribing  with  the 
reserve  of  so  far  as  is  agreeable  ;  though  others  of  the  party, 
being  ashamed  to  stand  up  for  so  unaccountable  a  latitude, 
have  indeed  plainly  rejected  it ;  not  being  aware  of  the  need 
they  should  have  of  it.    But  to  return  to  the  Creed. 

^'  God  of  the  substance  of  the  Father,  begotten  before  the 

"  worlds ;  and  man  of  the  substance  of  his  mother ^perfect 

"  God,  and  perfect  man.*" 

The  Doctor  did  not  think  prop^  to  take  any  notice  of  this 
passage.  I  know  not  how  any  words  can  be  stronger  for  the 
Son^s  having  the  same  diri/ne  nature  with  the  Father,  as  much 
as  he  has  the  same  huma/n  nature  with  his  mother :  perfect  God 
and  perfect  ma/n^  having  aU  that  belongs  to  the  naiwre  of  both. 
This  is  utterly  repugnant  to  the  Arian  hypothesis ;  and  can  no 
more  be  reconciled  with  it.  than  light  with  darkness. 

We  may  now  take  leave  of  the  Creed,  (called  Athanasian,) 
and  proceed  to  the  Litany. 

"  0  holy,  blessed,  and  glorious  Trinity,  three  Persons,  and 
"  one  God,  have  mercy,  &c.'' 
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Here  the  three  Persons  are  all  together  invoked,  and  under 
the  style  and  title  of  one  Ood^  directly  opposite  to  the  Doctor's 
principles.  The  Doctor  has  no  way  to  evade  their  force,  but  by 
understanding  the  title  of  <me  God  to  belong  to  the  Father  only. 
His  sense  is  this : 

"  0  holy,  blessed,  and  glorious  Trinity,  three  P^sons,  and 
"  one  God,  viz.  the  Father,  have  mercy,  &c.''  This  coUtmon 
the  subscriber  is  to  practise  in  his  most  solemn  devotions: 
excluding  two  of  the  Persons  from  the  one  Oodhead  here, 
though  he  had  addressed  them  both  under  the  title  of  Ghd  in 
the  two  preceding  petitions;  and  though  the  epithets,  holy^ 
blessed^  and  glorious,  are  equally  attributed  to  all  three,  in  the 
very  same  petition.  If  this  be  to  "  pray  with  the  understanding,^ 
(as  the  Doctor  pretends  it  is,)  let  it  rather  be  the  wish  of  every 
honest  man  to  have  less  trnderstanding,  and  more  grace  than  to 
trifle  in  this  manner  with  the  tremendous  Deity. 

In  the  Collect  for  the  third  Sunday  in  Advent,  we  thus 
address  our  blessed  Saviour. 

"  0  Lord  Jesu  Christ ^who  livest  and  reignest  with  the 

"  Father  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  ever  one  Gkwi,  world  without 
"  end.""  Any  one,  at  first  sight,  may  here  see  that  the  title  of 
one  Crody  is  not  attributed  to  the  Father  ordy^  but  to  all  the 
three  Persons :  contrary  to  the  Doctor's  principles.  The  Doctor 
does  not  attempt  to  shew  that  the  words  are  capable  of  any 
other  meaning.  Only  he  draws  up  another  form  suitable  to  his 
own  hypothesis^  and  little  akin  to  the  words  in  the  OoUect ;  sub- 
stituting that  in  the  room  of  the  other.  If  the  subscriber  can 
content  himself  with  such  shuffling  in  his  solemn  prayers,  let  him 
look  to  it. 

There  is  just  such  another  passage  in  the  conclusion  of  the 
Collect  for  Christmas-day,  (which  the  Doctor  has  omitted,)  and 
there  is  another  in  the  Collect  for  the  sixth  Sunday  after 
Epiphany,  (which  he  has  also  omitted,)  running  thus  : 

"  With  thee,  0  Father,  and  thee,  0  Holy  Ghost,  he  (Christ) 
"  liveth  and  reigneth,  ever  one  God,  world  without  end.'*  Here, 
whether  Christ  alone,  or  all  the  three  Persons,  (and  one  of  these 
it  must  be,)  be  called  one  God  ;  it  is  equally  repugnant  to  the 
Doctor's  principles.  And  he  cannot  subscribe  to  this,  '*  in  such 
'^  a  sense  as  the  words  will  bear,"  (for  they  cannot  bear  his 
sense,)  but  only  ^'  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  his  principles :" 
which  is  not  assenting  to  the  words  of  the  prayer,  but  to  some- 
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thing  else  of  his  own  inventing.  The  like  may  be  said  of  the 
Collects  for  Septuagesima^  and  the  first  Sunday  in  Lent,  and 
Good  Friday,  twice,  and  Easter-day,  and  Ascension-day,  and 
the  Sunday  after ;  all  which  the  Doctor  has  omitted  out  of  his 
collection :  an  omission  indeed  not  worth  the  mentioning,  were 
it  not  that  the  Modest  Pleader  has  been  pleased  to  object  the 
smallness  of  the  number  27,  which,  we  see,  might  have  been 
enlarged ;  and  were  it  not  an  aggravation  of  the  great  sin  of 
prevaricating  with  Qod  and  man,  to  consider  how  often  it  must 
be  repeated  in  the  yearly  cturse  of  the  prayers. 

The  Doctor  takes  notice  of  the  Collect  for  Whitsunday,  and 
shifts  it  off  in  a  loose  manner :  and  so  passes  on  to  Trinity- 
Sunday,  dealing  much  the  same  way  with  that  also.  He  omits 
the  Collect  for  St.  Matthew's  day ;  which  is  more  express  and 
fuU  against  his  principles  than  either  of  the  two  former.  I  shall 
pass  over  all  the  other  places  in  our  Liturgy  or  Articles,  except 
one,  with  which  I  shall  shut  up  this  chapter.  It  is  the  proper 
preface  for  Trinity-Sunday,  in  the  Communion-Office,  running 
thus: 

"  O  Lord,  Almighty,  everlasting  God;  who  art  one  Cted,  one 

**  Lord,  not  one  only  Person,  but  three  Persons  in  one  substance. 

"  For  that  which  we  believe  of  the  glory  of  the  Father,  the 

.  *'  same  we  believe  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Qhost,  without 

'*  any  difference  or  inequality.*" 

The  Doctor  here  pleasanlJy  says,  that  **  there  is  no  passage 
^^  in  the  whole  Service  so  apt  to  be  understood  in  a  wrong  sense 
<^  as  this  C  meaning,  I  suppose,  so  apt  to  be  understood  in  the 
sense  the  Church  intended,  and  so  hard  to  be  perverted  to  any 
other.  And  it  must  indeed  be  thought  a  very  clear  and  full  passage 
on  the  orthodox  side,  when  a  person  of  the  Doctor^s  abilities,  in  this 
kind,  and  after  he  had  worked  his  way  through  the  Nicene  and 
Athanasian  Creeds,  (besides  a  great  part  of  the  Liturgy,)  began 
at  length  to  feel  himself  nmiplused  by  it,  and  almost  at  the  point 
of  confessing  it.  His  first  endeavour  was  to  perplex  and  puzzle 
the  Churches  sense ;  and  next  to  introduce  his  own. 

He  pretends  that  the  words  "Lord,  Almighty,  everlasting 
*'  God,''  are  personal,  and  must  be  understood  of  one  Person  only, 
though  he  cannot  but  know  that  every  one  of  those  words  are 
used  in  the  Athanasian  Creed  (to  say  nothing  of  the  Liturgy)  of 
all  the  three  Persons  taken  together;  and  they  are  here  ex- 
pressly declared  to  belong,  not  to  "  one  Person  only,''  but  to 
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"  three  Persona  in  one  substance.^'    The  words,  who  art,  he 
thinks,  cannot  be  properly  applied  to  more  Persons  than  one. 
But  that  they  are  so  applied  here  is  manifest,  and  by  those  who 
were  competent  judges  of  propriety  :  and  if  he  likes  it  not,  why 
should  he  subscribe  f  When  he  comes  to  give  us  his  own  mean- 
ing,, he  never  attempts  to  shew  (good  reason  why)  in  what  sense, 
consistent  with  his  principles,  a  subscriber  may  believe  "  three 
**  Persons  in  one  substance,''  and  that  the  same  glory  belongs  to 
all,  "  without  any  difference  or  inequahty.*"    It  woidd  be  trifling 
to  take  notice  of  what  he  endeavours  to  put  upon  a  suhscr^etj 
in  order  to  satisfy  his  conscience  in  one  of  the  most  serious]  and 
solenm  things  in  the  world.     I  can  never  give  myself  leave  to 
think  that  he  could  at  all  satisfy  himself  in  it,  upon  second  and 
cooler  thoughts.     Indeed,  I  should  ask  the  Doctor's  pardon  for 
dwelling  so  long  upon  those  extravagant  explications ;   which, 
I  doubt  not,  he  now  heartily  despises,  as  well  as  I.     Neither 
ought  they  to  be  any  longer  imputed  to  him,  who  has  expunged 
them,  and  cast  them  off,  from  the  time  his  second  edition  has 
appeared.     But  since  his  disciples  and  followers  are  still  proud 
of  his  refuse^  and  set  a  value  upon  his  trifles^  which  he  has  too 
much  sense  to  do  himself;  since  they  insist  upon  it]  that  all  the 
expressions  of  our  'pvhUc  forms  are,  at  least,  capable  of  a  sense 
consistent  with  their  principles ;   and  appeal,  for  proof  of  it, 
(having  indeed  nothing  else  to  appeal  to,)  to  the  Doctor's  per- 
formances on  that  head  ;  in  a  word,  since  they  have  been  pleased 
to  rest  the  whole  cause  of  suhscription  upon  the  Doctor's  expUr 
coitions^  it  was  necessary  for  me  to  take  under  examination  those 
things  upon  which  such  a  stress  was  laid;  unless  the  Doctor 
himself  would  have  been  so  kind  (for  which  I  should  have  heart- 
ily thanked  him)  as  to  speak  more  plainly  in  this  matter  than 
he  has  thought  proper  to  do.     One  half-shseft^  one  small  adver- 
tisement  from  his  hand,  to  discountenance  this  kind  of  stibscrip^ 
ttofiy  would  have  done  the  business  at  once,  and  have  saved  me 
the  labour  of  doing  any  thing.     The  credit  of  his  name  was,  in 
a  manner,  all  it  had  to  stand  upon :  and  had  he  but  pleased  to 
take  off  the  countenance  of  his  authority,  his  reasons  should  have 
been  left  to  stand  or  fall  by  themselves.     But  as  the  case  now 
is,  (and  as  the  author  of  the  Remarks  observes,)  that  the  whole 
party  are  gone  after  him,  and  still  persist  in  the  Doctor's  Jirsi 
thoughts  relating  to  subscripHon;  neither  has  the  Doctor  took 
any  sufficient  care  to  reclaim  them,  or  to  bring  them  back ;  the 
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cause  is  too  important  to  wait  his  slow  motions,  or  to  be  left 
any  longer  in  suspense.  The  glory  of  God,  the  honour  of  our 
most  holy  religion,  and  the  security  of  Church  and  State,  call 
for  our  best  endeavours  to  root  out,  if  possible,  those  false  and 
pernicious  principles,  and  to  reestablish  the  matter  of  mbseription 
upon  its  true  and  solid  foundations.  How  far  I  have  been  able 
to  contribute  to  so  good  an  end,  must  be  left  to  the  reader's 
judgment.  My  design  however  was  well  aimed :  and  this  is  my 
apology  for  disturbing  the  learned  Doctor,  late,  and  unwillingly, 
on  this  head. 

I  shall  now  briefly  sum  up  the  particulars  of  what  has  been 
advanced  above,  for  the  reader's  clearer  i^prdiending  of  it,  as 
well  as  the  better  retaining  it. 

1.  The  Church  of  England  requires  subscription,  not  to  wordt^ 
but  things ;  to  prcpadHans  c<mtained  in  her  public  forms. 

2.  Subscribers  are  obliged,  not  to  sU&nce  or  pmce  only,  but  to 
a  serious  belief  of  what  they  subscribe  to. 

3.  Subscribers  must  believe  it  true  in  that  particular  sense 
which  the  Church  intended,  (so  far  as  that  sense  may  be  known,) 
for  the  Church  can  expect  no  less ;  the  design  being  to  preserve 
"  one  uniform  tenor''  of  faith,  to  preclude  "diversity  of  opinions," 
to  have  her  own  expKcatians^  and  none  other,  (as  to  points  de- 
termined,) taught  and  inculcated ;  and  to  tie  men  up  from 
spreading  or  receiving  doctrines  contrary  to  the  public  deter- 
minations. These  luid  the  like  ends  cannot  be  at  all  answered 
by  subseriptumy  unless  the  subscriber  give  his  assent  to  the 
Church's  forms  in  the  Church's  sense ;  that  is,  in  the  sense  of 
the  compilers  and  imposers. 

4.  The  sense  of  the  compilers  and  imposers  is  to  be  judged  of 
from  the  plain,  usucd^  and  literal  signification  of  words ;  and 
from  their  intention,  purpose,  or  design,  however  known :  the 
rule  for  understanding  the  public  forms  being  the  same  as  for 
wnderskmding  oaths,  latvs,  injunetionsy  or  any  other  forms  or 
writings  whatever. 

5.  Where  either  the  words  themselves,  or  the  intention  (much 
more  where  both)  is  plain  and  evident ;  there  the  sense  of  the 
imposers  is  fully  known;  and  there  is  no  room  left  for  a  sub^ 
scriber  (as  such)  to  put  any  contrary^  or  different  sense  upon  the 
public  forms. 

6.  If  words  be  capable  of  severed  meanings,  but  yet  certainly 
exclude  this  or  that  particular  meaning;   a  subscriber  cannot 
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honestly  take  the  forms  in  that  meamng  whioh  is  specially  ex- 
cluded. For  this  would  be  subscribing  against  the  sense  of 
the  Church  at  the  same  time  that  he  professes  his  agreement 
with  it. 

7.  It  may  be  certakdy  known  that  any  Arian  sense  of  our 
public  forms  is  such  a  sense  as  our  Church  intended  to  exclude, 
and  has  excluded,  in  as  full  and  strong  ^^i^  terms  as  the  wit 
of  man  is  able  to  devise.  And  all  men  of  sense  must  allow,  that 
when  compilers  and  imposers  have  done  the  utmost  they  could, 
and  as  far  as  any  words  can  reach,  to  express  the  Catholie 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity;  they  may  and  must  be  supposed  to 
mean  that  very  doctrine  which  they  have  industriously  laboured 
to  express,  and  none  other. 

8.  And  that  it  may  not  be  pretended  by  our  modem  Arians, 
that  their  sense  is  not  Arian,  (which  nevertheless  it  certainly 
is,)  it  is  further  evident,  and  hath  been  shewn,  that  the  main 
particulars  of  their  scheme  (call  it  what  they  please)  is  specially 
excluded^  both  by  the  plain  words  and  undoubted  vrUewtion  of 
our  public  forms. 

9.  Therefore  none  of  the  advocates  for  the  new  schems  can 
fairly  or  honestly  subscribe  to  our  Church's  forms^  though  they 
could  invent  a  sense  for  them  consistent  with  their  own  princi- 
ples ;  it  being  evident  that  any  such  sense  is  contrary  to  our 
Church's  sense,  and  to  the  intention  of  the  imposers. 

10.  The  pleas  and  excuses  devised  to  justify  the  subscribing 
in  a  sense  contrary  to,  or  different  from,  the  known  sense  of  the 
imposerSy  being  founded  either  on  false  presumptions  or  weak 
reasonings,  are  of  no  weight  or  significancy ;  but  the  Arian  sub- 
scriber must  be  blamable  for  going  counter  to  the  knoum  sense 
of  the  Church,  even  though  the  words  were  capcMe  of  another 
meaning. 

11.  Yet,  upon  examination,  it  appears  that  many  expressions 
of  oxa  public  forms  are  really  not  capable  of  any  sense  consistent 
with  the  new  scheme.  And  therefore,  if  the  patrons  of  it  subscribe 
to  their  own  sense^  (as  they  must  be  conceived  to  do,)  they  sub- 
scribe to  a  sense  which  is  no  sense  of  our  public  forms  at  all,  on 
any  supposition. 

12.  The  subscription  therefore  of  those  gentlemen,  however 
glossed  over  with  the  pretence  of  subscribing  ^^  in  such  sense  as 
"  is  agreeable  to  (what  they  call)  Scripture,*"  really  amounts  to 
no  more  than  subscribing  ^^  so  far  as  is  in  their  opinion  agreeable  ' 
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^*  to  Scripture.^  Which  way  of  subscribing  not  only  defeats 
every  end  of  subscription,  and  stands  condemned  by  our  laws, 
and  by  the  express  resolution  of  o\a  judges^  but  is  also  absurd  in 
itself;  as  leaving  room  for  any  prevarication  whatever,  in  the 
matter  of  oaths  or  te$ts ;  and  for  subscribing  the  Bamish  Can/es- 
Stan,  or  even  the  Akaran^  or  any  thing;  and  is  moreover  ex- 
pUcithf  condemned,  even  by  the  generality  of  those  who  plead 
for  Arian  subscription. 
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WHEN  I  drew  up  the  ^'dase  of  Arian  Subecription,"^  &o.  I  was 
apprehensiye  that  so  plain  a  charge,  and  so  home  pressed, 
might  exasperate  the  persons  oonoemed ;  though  I  took  care  to 
treat  them  with  all  the  mildness  and  tenderness  that  the  subject 
would  bear ;  confining  myself  to  the  reasoning  part,  naming  no 
particular  men  but  such  as  I  was  obliged  to  quote,  and  candidly 
exempting  the  principal  man  of  them,  that  the  charge  might  be 
as  general  and  inoffensive  as  possible ;  falling  rather  upon  the 
thing  itself,  than  upon  this  or  that  particular  person.  If  the 
argument  be  provoking^  I  cannot  help  it :  the  same  objection 
lies  against  the  detecting  or  reproving  any  vice  or  wmwraJAiy 
whatever.  It  is  the  proper  business  of  a  dvcine  to  state  caxeB  of 
ewadefOM^  and  to  remonstrate  against  any  growing  corruptions 
in  practice^  and  especially  in  principles.  If  Arian  subscription 
be  really  fratididmi  and  inwioraly  (which  no  considering  man 
can  doubt  of^)  it  may  concern  those  gentlemen  rather  to  testify 
their  sincere  repentance^  than  to  acquaint  the  world  with  their 
causeless  resentments.  I  shall  here  say  nothing  to  the  abusive 
flirts  of  the  nameless  author,  who  has  been  pleased  still  to 
persist  in  the  defence  of  Arian  subscription;  except  it  be  to 
remind  him,  that .  those  assuming  strains  very  ill  become  either 
so  weak  a  cause^  or  such  a  gttUiy  practice.    I  was  once  inclinable 
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to  take  no  notice  of  so  mean  a  pamphlet ;  concluding  that  I  had 
said  enough,  when  I  had  said  enough  for  men  of  sense  and  com- 
mon ingenuity ;  and  it  is  often  not  advisable  to  press  things  to 
the  utmost.  But  since  this  is  a  cause  of  very  great  moment, 
wherein  the  very  foundations  of  moral  honesty^  as  well  as  of 
Christian  sincerity y  are  deeply  concerned ;  I  think  it  incumbent 
upon  me  to  proceed  somewhat  further  in  it :  and  if  those  gen- 
tlemen resolve  to  go  on  in  maintaining  an  open  fraud  as  long  as 
it  is  possible  to  amuse  or  deceive,  though  only  the  weakest  and 
most  ignorant  readers ;  I  also  must  resolve  (by  God's  assistance, 
and  for  God's  glory)  to  go  on  in  the  defence  of  sincerity  and 
probity^  till  the  very  meanest  readers  may  sufficiently  understand 
it.     To  come  to  the  business. 

The  pamphlet  lately  published,  is  entitled,  "  The  Case  of  Sub- 
scription to  the  XXXIX  Articles  considered;  occasioned  by 
Dr.  Waterland's  Case  of  Arian  Subscription.''  The  author  is 
but  just,  as  well  as  modest,  in  not  calling  it  an  answer  to  mine : 
for  indeed  he  has  left  the  most  material  points  untouched,  with- 
out so  much  as  attempting  any  thing  like  an  answer.  If  you 
will  take  his  bare  word  for  it,  the  Articles  of  our  Church,  so  far 
as  concerns  the  Trinity,  are  general,  indejinitey  tmdeterminate  / 
not  partictdar,  special,  or  determinate.  He  takes  this  for 
granted,  and  reasons  all  the  way  upon  that  supposition ;  which 
is  very  unaccountable:  unless  it  were  because  I  had  demon^ 
strated  the  contrary,  beyond  all  reasonable  reply  ;  and  so  there 
was  no  other  way  left  but  to  stifle  the  emdence^  to  protest  against 
/acty  and  to  bear  the  reader  down  with  a  false  presumption. 
Such  a  management  as  this  is,  in  effect,  little  else  but  a  more 
untoward  way  of  giving  up  the  oause ;  where  a  man  does  ihe 
thing,  but  loses  all  the  grace  and  credit  of  it  by  his  manner  of 
doing  it.  But  let  us  see  how  he  goes  on  to  give  some  colour, 
at  least,  to  his  pretences.  I  had  pressed  the  Arian  subscribers 
with  the  Athanasian  Creed,  the  Liturgy^  and  the  Articles,  to 
prove  that  our  Church  was  particular  and  €htemUnate  in  the 
points  disputed.  Not  a  single  word  has  this  writer  to  shew^ 
either  that  the  Athanasian  Creed  or  Lituryy  is  not  uleterminatef 
as  I  represented :  and  as  to  the  Artides^  he  seems  to  make  no 
account  of  any  but  the  frst:  of  which  he  often  intimates,  that 
he  has  some  way  of  evading  it,  but  he  does  not  care  to  tell  us 
what,  for  fear  he  should  be  found  faultering  even  there,  and  lie 
open  to  rebuke  for  it.     The  first  Article  alone,  is,  I  am  very 
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certain,  more  than  he  can  fairly  deal  with :  but  I  must  remind 
him  further,  that  the  2d  and  5th  Articles  do  also  require  his 
consideration ;  and  then  there  is  the  eigUh^  which,  unfortunately 
for  him,  carries  all  the  three  Creeds  in  the  bowels  of  it :  creeds 
which,  as  the  Article  says,  (and  as  this  writer  says,  if  he  9uh- 
9cribe$  to  it,)  "ought  thoroughly  to  be  received  and  believed; 
"for  they  may  be  proved  by  most  certain  warrants  of  holy 
"  Scripture.'' 

Well  then,  we  have  the  Creeds  wrapped  up  in  the  Articles ; 
and  the  subscriber  must  be  content  to  take  in  all  or  none :  let 
us  next  see  to  the  Liturgy,  This  gentleman  thinks  he  has  a 
fetch  for  that :  he  subscribes  not  to  the  truth  of  every  particular, 
but  to  the  use  only,  and  that  **  it  contains  nothing  contrary  to 
"  the  word  of  God.**  Now,  says  he,  "  I  must  freely  own  that  I 
*'  see  no  contradiction,  no  necessary  absurdity,  in  the  use  of  what 
"  a  man  may  wish  to  have  in  some  things  corrected*.''  I  would 
be  as  favourable  to  this  writer  as  possible.  I  do  allow  of  his  dis- 
tinction, and  that  it  may  be  proper  and  pertinent  in  some  cases ; 
but  I  can  never  allow  that  a  man  may  use  a  solemn  formal  lie 
in  his  prayers,  and  often  repeat  it,  under  pretence  that  we  may 
admit  the  use  of  some  things  which  might  be  corrected.  This  is 
arguing  from  grhots  to  camels^  and  widening  the  rule  beyond  all 
measure  and  proportion.  This  will  best  be  understood  in  the 
sequel,  when  the  reader  comes  to  see  what  kind  of  things  those 
are  which  this  gentleman  desires  to  use^  without  Idieving  a  syl- 
lable of  them.  I  must  observe  further,  that  the  subscriber  is 
taed  up  to  believe  that  the  Liturgy  "  contains  nothing  contrary 
**  to  the  word  of  God."  Does  not  this  pinch  a  little  closer  than 
this  writer  might  wish!  Has  he  nothing  to  object  against  any 
expressions  in  the  Liturgy^  but  that  they  contain  things  seem- 
ingly contrary  to  natwred  reason  f  Have  they  nothing  contrary 
to  Scripture^  to  what  he  calls  Scripture  f  I  shouM  be  thankful 
to  him  for  so  obliging  a  coneesmon.  After  all,  I  would  advise 
this  writer  not  to  pretend  to  be  wiser  than  Dr.  Ciarke.  The 
Doctor  had  considered  these  matters  much,  and  long:  and  I 
have  not  yet  found  any  disciple  of  his  that  has  endeavoured  to 
refine  upon  him,  but  what  has  exposed  himself  in  doing  it.  The 
wary  Doctor  was  sensible  that  ArtideSy  Creeds^  and  Liturg^y 
must  ail  come  into  account,  and  all  be  reconciled  (if  possible)  to 
his  own  hypothesis.  He  made  no  distinction  between  admittii^ 
*  Case  of  Subscription,  &c.  p.  46. 
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the  tn^h  of  this,  and  the  use  only  of  that ;  well  knowing,  that 
im^h  and  me  are  coincident  in  a  case  of  this  high  moment ;  and 
that  he  could  not  submit  to  the  use  of  those  prayers  but  in  such 
a  sense  as  he  thought  true.  He  took  the  only  way  of  settling 
that  matter  for  his  purpose^  had  there  really  been  any :  but  as 
his  failed^  the  flaw  in  the  architecture  is  never  to  be  made  up  by 
common  hands. 

Having  shewn  that  Creeds^  Articles,  and  Liturgy^  must  all 
come  in,  to  determine  in  our  present  question ;  I  would  now 
proceed  to  cite  passages  from  our  public  forms,  and  confront 
them  with  select  sentences  drawn  from  the  writings  of  the  new 
sect,  that  every  common  reader  (for  to  such  I  now  write)  may 
have  ocular  demonstration  of  the  truth  of  what  I  affirm,  that 
the  expressions  of  o\a  pubUc  forms  are  speoialy  precise,  and  deter- 
minate against  the  new  scheme  ;  not  general,  or  indejmite,  as  this 
tcriter  wishes,  I  can  hardly  say,  believes.  But  I  must  first  take 
notice  of  a  remark  which  he  has  page  the  8th^  that  we  are 
obliged  to  subscribe  only  the  English  Articles^  not  the  Latin. 
I  know  not  what  uses  he  intends  by  it ;  though  he  intimates 
there  may  be  some ;  keeping  upon  the  reserve^  as  usual,  when 
he  suspects  an  advantage  may  be  taken.  Dr.  Oarke,  to  do  him 
justice,  openly  declared  what  evasions  or  salvos  he  had  to  justify 
his  subscribing.  He  considered,  I  suppose,  that  without  this, 
it  would  be  subscribing  with  mental  reservations ;  which  is  per- 
fect Jesuitism.  But  this  writer,  perhaps,  thinks  there  is  no  harm 
in  it,  that  it  is  an  innocent  practice ;  and  that  so  long  as  he 
can  but  invent  some  secret  evasion  to  himself,  he  need  have  no  cour 
cem  about  satisfying  the  world.  To  return  to  the  matter  in 
hand.  As  to  the  Articles,  English  and  Latin,  I  may  just  observe, 
for  the  sake  of  such  readers  as  are  less  acquainted  with  these 
things,  first,  that  the  Articles  were  passed,  recorded,  and  ratified 
in  the  year  1^62,  and  in  Latin  only.  Secondly,  that  those  Latin 
Articles  were  revised  and  corrected  by  the  Convocation  of  157 1. 
jThirdly,  that  an  authentic  English  translation  ¥ra>s  then  made 
of  the  Latin  Articles  by  the  same  Convocation,  and  the  Latin 
and  English  adjusted  as  nearly  as  possible.  Fourthly,  that  the 
Articles  thus  perfected  in  both  languages  were  published  the  same 
year,  and  by  the  royal  authority.  Fifthly,  subscription  was  re- 
quired the  same  year  to  the  English  Articles,  called  the  Articles 
of  1562,  by  the  &mous  act  of  the  13th  of  Elizabeth^. 

^  See  the  particulars  proved  at  large  in  Dr.  Bennet's  Essay  on  the  XXXIX 
Articles. 
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These  things  considered,  I  might  justly  say,  with  Bishop 
Barnet%  that  the  Latin  and  English  are  both  eqwMy  authentical. 
Thus  much  however  I  may  certainly  infer,  that  if  in  any  places 
the  English  version  be  ambiguous,  where  the  Latin  original  is 
clear  and  determinate ;  the  Latin  ought  to  fix  the  more  doubt- 
fiil  sense  of  the  other,  (as  also  vice  versa^)  it  being  evident  that 
the  Convocatim^  Quem^  and  Parliament^  intended  the  same  sense 
in  both.  For  instance,  in  Article  the  first,  the  three  Persons  are 
declared  to  be  o/*  (me  substance ;  in  the  Latin,  ejusdem  essentics^ 
that  is^  of  the  same  essence  :  from  hence  it  is  manifest,  that  one 
substance  is  equivalent  to  same  stibstance^  or  essence.  Again,  in 
Article  the  second,  the  English  version  runs  thus :  "  The  Son, 
**  which  is  the  Word  of  the  Father,  begotten  from  everlasting  of 
"  the  Father,  the  very  and  eternal  God,  of  one  substance  with  the 
"  Father,  fee."  Now  in  the  English,  the  words,  "  the  very  and 
"  eternal  God,''  may  possibly  be  referred  to  the  Father  just 
before  mentioned :  but  the  Latin  Article^  plainly  shews  that  the 
words  are  to  be  referred  to  God  the  Son,  and  could  not  have 
been  intended  of  God  the  Father,  in  that  place.  From  hence 
we  see  how  useful  it  may  be  to  compare  the  English  and  Latin 
together,  in  any  doubtful  cases:  for  there  cannot  be  a  more 
demonstrative  proof  than  this  is,  (where  it  can  be  had,)  of  the 
true  sense  and  meaning  of  compilers  and  imposers.  And  let  this 
tcriter  pretend  what  he  pleases,  when  once  the  true  and  full  sense 
of  the  imposers  is  ^ed  and  certain^  that  very  sense,  and  that 
only,  is  bound  upon  the  conscience  of  every  subscriber.  This  I 
have  abundantly  proved  in  my  former  papers :  to  which  I  shall 
only  now  add  this  plain  reason ;  that,  since  words  are  designed 
to  convey  some  mea/aing^  if  we  take  the  liberty  of  playing  upon 
words  after  the  meaning  is  fixed  and  certain,  there  can  be  no 
security  against  equivocation  and  wilCy  in  any  latos^  oatAs^  con- 
tracts^ covenants,  or  any  engagements  whatever :  aU  the  ends  and 
uses  of  speech  will  hereby  be  perverted ;  and  there  can  be  no 
such  thing  as  faith,  trust,  or  mutual  confidence  among  men. 

I  proceed  now  to  set  before  the  reader  the  tenets  of  our  new 
guides f  in  one  cohmrn,  with  the  tenets  of  our  Church  in  another, 
opposite  cohmn  ;  that  from  thence  we  may  form  a  judgment  of 
their  agreement  or  disagreement.     I  shall  take  my  citations  of 

^  Burnet,  Pre&ce  to  the  Articles,    eetemo  a  Patre  ffenitus,  verus  et  seter- 
p.  10.  nu8  Deus,  ac  Patri  consubstantialit, 

^  Filius,  qui  est  Verbum  Patris,  ab    &c.    Art.  IL 
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the  first  coJmm,  from  Dr.  Clarke  and  his  professed  disciples ;  not 
from  Mr.  Whiston  and  his,  who  are  kno^n  to  be  less  reserved, 
and  who  abhor  this  kind  of  fraudulent'  subscription  as  much 
as  I  do.  I  shall  not  scruple  citing  some  passages  out  of  the 
first  edition  of  "  Scripture  Doctrine,^  which  are  left  out  in  the 
.  second ;  because,  though  the  Doctor  does  not  own  them,  yet  his 
disciples  must,  till  they  either  give  better,  or  yield  up  the  cause 
of  subscription. 


The  Scripture  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity y  according  to  Dr. 
Clarke  and  his  followers. 

Dr.  Clarke'*s  scheme  makes 
the  Unity  of  the  Son  and 
Spirit  with  the  Father  to  be  only 
figurative,  not  (necessarily®)  an 
unity  of  essence^  or  individual 
substance,  but  of  authority  and 
consent.     Modest  Plea,  p.  7. 


The  Father  aJone  is,  abso- 
lutely speaking,  the  God  of  the 
universe.     Clarke,  Prop.  8. 

The  Scripture,  when  it  men- 
tions the  one  Ood^  or  the  only 

«  Note,  that  the  two  words,  neces- 
sarily and  individual,  here  stand  for 
nothing  but  to  soften  the  expression. 
Necessarily  is  of  no  moment,  because 
the  subscriber  is  to  acknowledge  that 
the  doctrine  of  one  substance  is  war- 


The  Scripture  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity^     according    to    the 
Church  of  England  in  her 
public  forms. 

In  the  Unity  of  this  God- 
head there  be  three  Persons  of 
one  svrbstance.    Art,  i. 

The  Son of  one  substance 

with  the  Father.     Art.  2. 

The  Holy  Ghost  of  one  sttb- 
stance  with  the  Father  and  the 
Son.     Art.  5. 

It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants  of  holy  Scrip- 
ture, {Art.  8.)  that  the  Son  is 
of  one  substance  with  the  Fat  her ^ 
{Nic,  Greedy)  and  that  he  is 
God  of  the  substance  of  the 
Father;  and  that  we  ought 
not  to  confound  the  Persons^ 
nor  divide  the  substance.  Athan. 
Creed. 

In  the  Unity  of  this  God- 
head there  be  three  Persons. 
Art.  I. 

It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants  of  holy  Scrip- 
ranted  by  Scripture,  and  therefore 
necessarily  to  be  believed.  And  as  to 
individual,  it  signifies  nothing  here ; 
the  Doctor,  it  seems,  denying  sdltdiify 
of  substance,  and  admitting  only  tmity 
qf  authority  and  consent. 
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Gody  always  means  the  supreme 
Person  of  the  Father.  Clarke^ 
Prop.  9. 


The  Apostle  says,  God  is  the 
Father^  which  is  the  direct  con- 
tradictory to  your  notion,  whose 
definition  of  God  is,  that  he 

is tie  three  Persons.  Modest 

Pleay  p.  150. 

Demonstration  that  one  God 
is  one  Person  only — otherwise 
impossible  for  one  Person  to 
be  God.  Collect,  of  Queries^ 
p.  108. 

There  are  not  three  tmcreated 
Persons.  Clarkej  Script  Doct. 
p.  429.  edit.  I. 

The  Father  (or  first  Person) 
atom  is  self-existent,  underived, 
unoriginated,independent,  made 
ofnone^y  begotten  of  none,  pro- 
ceeding from  none.  Mod.  Plea, 

P-5- 

If  any  thing,  it  is  most  na- 
tural to  infer  that  he  (the  Son) 
is  not  the  tery  God,  because  he 
is  here  so  expressly  contradis- 
tinguished from  him. 


ture,  (Art.  8.)  that  the  Godhead 
of  the  Father,  of  the  Son,  and 
of  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  all  one^ 
that  they  are  not  three  Gods, 
but  one  God.     Ath.  Creed. 

O  holy,  blessed,  and  glorious 
Trinity,  three  Persons  and  one 
God.     Lit. 

Nothing  contrary  to  the  toord 
of  God  contained  in  this  form. 

O  Lord,  Almighty,  everlast- 
ing God;  who  art  one  God, 
one  Lord,  not  one  only  Person^ 
but  three  Persons  in  one  sub- 
stance, &c.     Comm.  Off. 

Ever  one  God  world  with- 
out end,  frequevMy  applied  to 
all  the  three  Persons  in  our 
Church's  Collects. 

It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants,  &c.  (Art.  8.) 
that  the  Son  is  uncreate^  and 
the  Holy  Ghost  uncreate :  the 
Son  not  made,  nor  created :  the 
Holy  Ghost  neither  made,  nor 
created.    Athan.  Creed. 

One  Lord  Jesus  Christ 

begotten,  not  made,  Nic.  Creed. 

The   Son the  very   and 

eternal  God.     Art.  2. 

Very  God  of  very  God. 
Nicene  Creed. 


'  Note,  that  the  Father  alone  is  here 
said  to  be  made  qf  none;  which  is 
directly  saying  that  the  other  two 
Persons  are  made.  I  had  observed 
the  same  of  Dr.  Clarke's  fifth  Pro- 
position^ but  had  it  intimated  to  me, 
that  the  Doctor  had  nut  a  semicolon 
at  independent:   to  shew  that  ahne 


reached  no  further,  the  rest  being  to 
be  understood  of  Father  without  the 
restriction  of  alone.  But,  it  seems, 
the  Modest  Pleader  was  not  aware  of 
the  significancy  of  the  semicolon,  but 
puts  a  comma  only :  wherefore  I  may 
justly  charge  him  with  making  two  m 
the  Persons  creatures. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


320 


A  SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE 


The  Word,  when  he  ap- 
peared in  the  form  of  God,  and 
as  God,  was  no  more  them  the 
minister  and  angel  of  God. 
Mod.  Plea,  p.  30. 

It  is  vnthout  any  colowr  from, 
Scriptwre^  that  you  affirm  each 
of  the  three  Persons  to  have 
the  same  right  of  dominion. 
Mod.  Plea^  p.  159. 


When  Dr.  Clarke  excepted 
supremacy  and  independency^  he 
plainly,  in  reason  and  conse- 
quence, excepted  absolute  ^in- 
finite powers,  so  that  the  ob- 
jector might  well  have  spared 
asking  in  the  sixth  Query, 
whether  i/nfmite  perfection  can 
be  communicated  to  a  fi/nite 
being.  Collect. of  Qaeries^i^. ^*j . 

The  divine  attributes  of  the 
Son  are  not  indimdmUy  the 
same  with  those  of  the  Father 

As  to  their  differing  as 

finite  and  infinite,  there  can  be 
but  one  intelligent  Being  *>  ab- 
solutely infinite  in  all  respects. 
Collect,  of  Queries,  p.  54,  55. 

God^  when  he  is  styled  Fa- 
ther, must  always  be  under- 
stood to  be  (alrla)  a  true  and 


The  whole  three  Persons  are 
coetemal  together  and  coequal 

equal  to  the   Father  as 

touching    his    Godhead.    Ath. 


It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants  of  holy  Scrip- 
ture, {Art.  8.)  that  such  as  the 
Father  is,  such  is  the  Son,  and 

such  is  the  Holy  Ghost the 

Father  is  Lord^  the  Son  Lord^ 
and  the  Holy  Ghost  Lord; 
and  yet  not  three  Lords,  but 
(me  Lord.    Ath.  Creed. 

There  is  but  one  living  and 
true  God,  everlasting— —of  in- 
fi/nite  power,  wisdom,  and  good- 
ness  and  in  Unity  of  this 

Godhead  there  be  tliee  Per- 
sons of  one  substance,  pawer^ 
ani  eternity.    Art.  i. 


That  which  we  believe  of  the 
glory  of  the  Father,  the  same 
we  believe  of  the  Son  and  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  without  any 
difference  or  inequality.  Oomm. 
Office. 


It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants  of  holy  Scrip- 
ture, (Art.  8.)  that  the  Son  is 


«  Note,  the  word  absolute  is  only  to  ^  Note,  that  viUelMgeKt  Bdng  is  with 

soften  the  expression.    The  author,  in  this  writer,    and    the  whole    party, 

reason  and  consequence,  plainly  inti-  equivalent  to  person :    so  that  here 

mates  that  the  powers  of  me  Son  and  two  of  the  Persons  are  declared  to  be 

Holy  Ghost  are  not  v/^nite,  and  that  fadie  beings, 
they  Bxejmite  bdngs. 
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proper  Cau8e'\  really  and  eflB- 
oiently  giving  life  :  which  con- 
sideration clearly  removes  the 
argument  usually  drawn  from 
the  equality  between  a  Father 
and  Son  upon  earth.  Clarke^ 
Script.  Doetr.  p.  239,  273.  ed, 
2d. 

The  Father  alone  perfect  in 
himself.     Script.  Doctr.^.  273. 

Necessary  existence  is  as  in- 
consistent with  being  hegotteUy 
as  to  have  no  cause  of  existence^ 
and  to  have  a  cause.  Mod. 
Plea^  p.  17. 

Self-eanstent,  unoriginate,  or 
underived,  properly  expressed 
by  necessary  existence.  Mod. 
Plea,  p.  216,  217. 

The  Son  is  not  self-existent. 
Clarie,  Prop.  12.  Comp.  Reply ^ 
162,  230,  231. 

— avowedly  maintain^  that 
the  Son  is  not  necessarily  exist- 
ingK  PhUeleuth.  zd  Letter  to 
Mangey,  p.  27. 

An  (jMgel  might  strengthen 
him^,  who  was  now  in  that 
state  of  humiliation,  made  a 
little  lower  than  the  angels. 
Modest  Plea,  p.  93. 


God  o/the  substancfi  of  the  Fa- 
ther, and  man  0/  the  sub- 
stance of  his  mother;   perfect 

God  and  perfect  man. Eqtuil 

to  the  Father  as  touching  his 
Godhead.    Ath.  Creed. 


The  Son  begotten,  nci  made, 
of  one  substance  with  the  Fa- 
ther.   Nic.  Creed. 


The  Son — not  made,  nor  cre- 
ated, but  begotten.  Ath.  Creed. 


The  Son- 
etemal  God, 


— ^the 
Art.  2. 


very  and 


Very  God  of  very  Qod.  Nic. 
Creed. 


>  Dr.  Clarke's  notion  of  a  true  and 
proper  cause  is  of  a  person  acting 
upon  choice,  or  rather,  acting :  (for 
actina,  with  him,  implies  chotce :)  so 
that  his  meaning  here  is  that  the  Fa- 
ther might  choose  whether  the  Son 
should  exist  or  no.  The  latter  part  of 
the  citation  insinuates,  that  the  Son  is 
not  as  truly  equal  tn  nature  to  the  Fa- 
ther, as  one  man  is  to  another. 

^  N.  B.  To  deny  the  Soil's  ne- 
cessary existence  is  the  sam^  as  to 

VOL.  II. 


It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants  of  holy  Scrip- 
ture, (Art.  8.)  tha;t  the  Son  is 

Almighty,     perfect     God, 

equal  to  the  Father,  as  touching 
his  Godhead. 

assert  him  to  be  a  precarious  being, 
depending  as  much  on  the  will  of  the 
Father,  &  his  existence,  as  any  crea- 
turewhatever,  and  therefore  a  creature, 
1  Note,  this  is  said  of  the  Son  o£ 
God,  even  in  his  divine  nature,  and 
whole  Person,  nor  does  this  author 
ever  allow  the  distinction  of  dimne  and 
human  nature,  but  rejects  i^  as  im- 
plying a  division  of  person.  See  page 
97- 
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The  grand  principle  (of  Dr. 
Bennet)  was,  that  the  Word  is 
the  very  God.  When  thig  was 
once  established,  it  was  rightly 
thence  inferred,  that  the  Word 

ca/nnot  be  halted nay,  this 

supposition  wiU  indeed  justify 
those  questions,  Was  the  very 
God  exalted  thereby?  Is  it  not 

blasphemy  to  suppose   it? 

Our  Saviour  was  highly  exalted 
as  the  reward  of  his  sufferings 
From  the  Doctor'^s  prin- 
ciple, it  is  a  just  inference  that 
the  Word  never  was  exalted. 
But  on  the  other  hand  the 
Scriptures  are  clear,  that  he 
who  was  the  instrument  of  his 
Father  in  the  work  of  creation, 
yet  had  not  a  kingdomy  and  judg- 
ment^ and  dominion^  then  com- 
mitted to  him  but  after 

his  sufierings  and  death,  &e» 
Mod,  Plea,  p.  97,  98. 

This  power  and  dominion  to 
which  Christ  is  advanced  at  the 
right  hand  of  Gbd,  is  not  only 
the  highest  character  and  pre- 
rogative of  his  Sonship,  spoken 
of  in  Scripture,  but  is  the  fotm- 
datian  of  his  personal  Godhead 
and  adoration.  Collect.  o/Qtie- 
riss,  p,  75. 


The  Son  hath  a  relative  om- 
niscience communicated  to  him 
from  the  Father ;  I  mean  that 
he  knoweth  all  things  relating 


The  Son ^the   very  and 

eternal  God.    Art.  2. 

Very  God  of  very  God.  Nie. 
Creed. 


The  Son,  which  is  the  Word 
of  the  Father,  begotten  from 
everlasting  of  the  Father,  the 
very  and  eternal  God^  of  one 
substa/nce  with  the  Father. 
Art.  2. 

Cbd,  of  the  substance  of  the 
Father,  begotten  before  the 
worlds.    Ath.  Creed. 

Only-begotten  Son  of  God, 
begotten  of  his  Father  before  all 
worlds,  God  of  God,  very  God 
of  very  God.     Nic.  Creed. 

One  Hving  and  true  God,  of 
infinite  power  and  tcisdom:  in 
the  Unity  of  this  Godhead  there 
be  three  Persons,  &c.  Art.  i. 
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to  the  creation  and  government 
of  the  universe:  but  yet  he 
himself  confesseth.  Matt.  xxiv. 
36,  of  that  day  and  hour,  &c. 
By  which  all  the  ancient  Ante- 
Nicene  writers  «*  understand 
that  our  Lord,  as  the  Aoyos,  or 
Son  of  God^  did  not  then  know 
the  day  o/judffment.  Collect,  of 
Queries,  p.  48,  49,  See  also 
Unity  of  God  not  ineonsigt,  p.  8, 

There  are  not  three  eternal 
Persons,  Clarke^  Script,  Doctr. 
P'  433-  irt  ed. 

The  eternity  of  Qod  the 
Father  is  revealed  in  the  Old 
Testament — in  the  New  Testa- 
ment it  is  emphatically  ex- 
pressed^ Bom.  i.  20.  But  in 
neither  is  there  any  mention  of 
the  SorCs.  Coll.  of  Queries^ 
p.  50. 

The  Word  inoamskie  passible 
according  to  the  express  de- 
claration of  St.  John  and  St« 
Paul. — Whether  they  who— 
make  only  the  htwian  nature 
passible,  do  not  shew  too  little 
regard  to  the  plain  evidence  of 
Scripture!     Coll.    of  Queries, 

p.  ^43- 

If  Dr.  darkens   scheme  be 

right,  it  seems  to  foUow 

that  all  worship  ought  to  be 

directed  to  the  Father  through 

Christ :    excepting  only  that 

such  worship  may  be  paid  to 

Christ  as  Mediator,  for  which 


That  which  we  believe  of  the 
glory  of  the  Father,  the  same 
we  believe  of  the  Son,  and  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  toithout  any 
difference^  or  inequality. 
Off. 


It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants  of  holy  Scrip- 
ture (Art.  8.)  that  the  Son  is 
eternal^  and  that  the  whole 
three  Persons  are  coetemal  to- 
ffether^  and  their  majesty  co- 
eternal^  and  that  they  are  one 
eternal.  Ath,  Crefid, 


One  living  waA  true  God 
without  body,  parts,  and  pas- 
sions (impassiiilis) in    the 

Unity  of  this  Cfodhead  there  be 
three  Persons,  &c.   Art,  1 . 

The  Son — ^the  very  and  eter- 
nal Ood — very  Qod  and  very 
man.   Art.  2. 

It  may  be  proved  by  most 
certain  warrants!,  &c.  (Art.  8.) 
that  the  Unity  in  Trinity,  and 
the  Trinity  in  Unity  is  to  be 
uxnMpped.  Ath.  Creed. 


™  Note,  that  this  writer  everywhere  tirely  false  in  repor^g  their  sentj^ 
professes}^  agreement  with  the  Ante-  ments,  yet  it  cannot  be  doubted  but 
Nicene  writers :  and  though  he  is  en-    he  here  gives  us  his  oum, 

Y  2 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


324  A  SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE 

we  have  express  warrants  from 
examples  in  Scripture. 

Absolutely  supreme  honour  O  holy,  blessed^  and  glorioua 
due  to  the  Person  of  the  Father  Trinity,  &c.  Lit. 
singly^  as  being  cdme  the  O  Lord,  Almighty,  everlast- 
supreme  original  author  of  all  ing  GU>d,  who  art  one  God,  one 
being  and  power.  Clarke,  Prop.  Lord,  not  one  o^y  Person^  but 
43.  three  Persons  in  one  substance, 

<Src.  Com.  Of. 

From  this  view  of  the  doctrine  of  our  Church,  compared  with 
that  of  our  new  teachers^  it  appears  that  they  are  entirely  oppo- 
site to  each  other,  and  are  no  more  to  be  reconciled  than  light 
and  darkness.  And  yet  I  have  not  took  the  advantage  of 
pursuing  the  doctrine  of  those  gentlemen  through  its  direct, 
immediate,  and  inevitable  consequences,  in  order  to  make  the 
contradiction  between  that  and  our  Churches  forms  still  more 
glaring  and  palpable.  Nobody  can  doubt  of  their  believing  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost  to  be  creatwres^  if  either  Arius,  or  Eu- 
nomius,  or  even  Mr.  Whiston,  ever  believed  it.  They  undeniably 
believe  them  to  be  what  every  body  means  by  creatwrey  in 
common  speech  and  language.  This  is  demonstrable,  many 
ways,  from  their  writings,  and  from  those  very  passages  which 
I  have  here  selected. 

1 .  If  the  Father  akne  be  made  of  none ;  then  it  follows  that 
the  other  two  Persons  are  made^  that  is,  are  oreaiures.  The 
premises  are  theirs,  the  conclusion  makes  itself. 

2.  If  the  Father  alone  be  necessarily  existing^  (as  those  gentle- 
men expressly  teach,)  then  is  the  Son  a  precarious  being,  which 
is  only  another  name  for  creaitwre.  The  same  will  follow  of  the 
Holy  Ghost. 

3.  If  the  Son,  even  as  Son  of  God,  wanted  an  angd  to 
strengthen  him,  he  must  of  course  be  a  iJoeak^fraM  being,  that  is, 
a  creatitre. 

4.  If  the  Son,  as  the  Aoyos,  or  Word^  was  properly  easaUed^ 
and  in  such  a  sense  as  cannot  without  blasphemy  be  asserted  of 
the  very  God,  (as  these  men  teach,)  then  it  is  evident  that  the 
Son  is  an  imperfect  and  mutable  being,  that  is,  a  creature. 

5.  If  God  the  Son  was  once  ignorai^ty  in  his  highest  nature, 
(as  these  men  teach,)  and  ignorance  can  belong  to  nothing  but 
creatures,  he  must  of  consequence  be  a  creature. 

6.  If  neither  the  Son  nor  Holy  Ghost  is  the  one  true  God,  but 
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excluded  from  the  ons  true  Oodhead^  (as  theee  men  assert,)  they 
must  of  course  be  creostwres  only. 

7.  If  neither  the  Son  nor  Holy  Ghost  be  the  one  infinite 
Beingy  nor  have  infinite  powers,  (as  these  men  pretend,)  they 
can  be  only  finite  beings ;  and  every  finite  being  is,  of  course, 
a  creoiture. 

8.  If  Ghrist'*s  exaiUation^  after  his  resurrection,  be  the  sole 
founckUion  of  his  personal  Godhead^  (as  these  men  say,)  then  he 
was  not  God  before  that  exattation ;  nor  since,  in  any  just  and 
proper  sense,  but  a  creature  only. 

9.  If  Christ  be  pamble,  in  his  highest  nature,  (as  those  men 
teach,)  and  nothing  is  pasMle  but  a  creature;  it  evidently 
fbUows  that  he  is  a  creature. 

Thus  may  it  be  demonstrated,  nine  several  ways,  (and  more 
might  be  added,)  from  their  own  writings,  that  the  abettors  of 
the  new  scheme  make  God  the  Son,  (and  so  the  Holy  Ghost  of 
course,  (as  very  a  creature  as  ever  did  Arius,  or  Eunomius,  or 
any  Arian  whatever. 

They  must  not  here  pretend  to  run  into  general  declamations 
against  charging  men  with  conseqtiences  which  they  do  not  oum. 
I  allow  such  a  plea  to  be  reasonable  in  some  cases,  but  not  in 
this.  For  instance,  when  a  Oalvinist  is  charged  with  the  dis- 
belief of  God^s  holiness,  Justice,  or  goodness ;  or  an  Arminian  with 
the  disbelief  of  God^s  prescience,  sovereignty,  &c.  both  sides 
charging  each  other  with  consequmces  respectively,  as  if  they 
were  truly  their  tenets ;  such  conduct  on  either  side  is  justly 
condemned.  But  why  justly  condemned  ?  Because  it  is  certain 
that  those  consequences,  which  they  draw  for  each  other,  are 
really  not  their  tenets ;  since  they,  respectively,  disavow  and 
ahhor  any  such  tenets ;  and  because  they  are,  respectively,  ready, 
upon  every  occasion,  to  declare  their  full  and  entire  belief  of 
those  attribtites,  which  they  are  said  to  deny ;  and  would  rather 
give  up  their  main  hypothesis,  than  be  really  guilty  of  any  such 
impiety  against  God^s  perfections.  But  now  as  to  the  consequences 
which  I  charge  upon  our  modem  revivers  of  Arianism,  let  it  be 
observed, 

1.  That  they  are  many  of  them  so  direct,  plain,  and  imme- 
diate from  their  tenets,  that  they  are  hardly  so  properly  conse- 
quences, as  the  very  tenets  themselves,  differently  expressed. 

2.  Those  gentlemen,  when  pressed  with  those  consequences, 
give  but  too  plain  suspicion,  that  they  both  see  and  own  them, 
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and  only  verbally  disclaim  them.     For  they  express  no  abhor- 
rence or  detestation  of  the  supposition  of  the  San  and  Holy 
Ghost  being  finite^  being  precarious  in  their  existence,   being 
dependent  on  the  toill  of  another.     Nor  do  they  ever  declare 
(except  when  they  subscribe)  that  either  of  those  two  Persons 
is  infinitely  perfect^  is  strictly  omniscient^  is  allsufficienty  or  in- 
dependent^  as  to  existence^  on  the  ^oill  of  another.     Instead  of 
taking  off  the  suspicious  consequences y  they  do  all  they  can  to 
insinuate  them  into  their  readers;   avoiding  nothfaig  but  the 
name  of  creature ;  all  the  while  inculcatii^  the  thvng^    And  if 
they  are  further  pressed,  they  must  at  length  aHow,  that  they  do 
admit  the  Son  and  Holy  OAosft  to  be  creatwreSy  in  our  meaning, 
in  the  common  meaning  of  creature;  only  in  some  particular 
meaning  of  their  own,  they  think  they  may  deny  it,  of  the  5iw, 
hardly  of  the  Holy  Ghost.     For  the  Holy  Ghost  must  be  a 
creature  with  them,  even  upon  their  own  definition  of  a  creature  ; 
as  being  one  of  those  beings  brought  into  existence  by  the  power 
of  the  Son  of  God,  in  subordination  to  the  will  and  power  of  the 
Father".     I  say  then,   since  ti^e  consequences^   wherewith   we 
charge  those  gentlemen,  are  plain,  certain^  and  irrefragable ; 
since  they  are  not  able  to  shew  where  they  fail,  or  that  they  are 
no  consequences ;  since  they  are  not  solicitous  to  ward  them  off 
by  expressing  any  abhorrence  of  them,  or  by  any  acknowledgment 
of  the  divine  perfections  of  the  Son  or  Holy  Ghost,  in  their  full 
extent,  as  understood  of  the  Father  ;  since  they  appear  only  to 
avoid  offensive  names^  in  the  mean  while  insinuating  and  incul- 
cating, in  other  words,  the  very  things  with  which  we  charge 
them  :  such  being  the  case,  it  is  just  to  charge  them  with  those 
consequences^  as  being  really  their  tenets :  I  say,  Juat^  in  the  way 
of  disputcUion ;  as  to  legal  censure^  I  concern  not  myself  with  it. 

Having  shewn  how  opposite  the  new  schema  is  to  our  Church'^s 
doctrine,  it  may  now  be  proper  to  represent,  in  its  true  colours, 
the  case  of  Arian  subscription;  that  every  such  person,  when 
he  presumes  to  subscribe^  may  understand  how  mean  and  vile 
a  part  he  is  therein  acting.  Let  his  own  reai  sentiments  be  here 
specified,  together  with  his  professions,  in  the  words  of  our 
Church,  and  his  evasions  to  satisfy  his  conscience,  in  this  sacred 
engagement. 

*'  My  faith  is^  that  the  three  Persons  are  three  Beings^  and 

»  See  Collection  of  Queries,  p.  60. 
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*^  three  Buigtcmees ;  two  of  them  differing  from  the  first,  as  fimte 
"  and  injimte :  yet  I  profess  with  Article  the  ist,  that  they  are 
**  of  <me  substance,  (yusdem  essentics,)  because  the  words  of  (me 
**  substance  may  either  signify  I  know  not  what,  (see  the  Case, 
"  p.  40.)  or  may  be  interpreted  as  Eusebius  did  the  ofwowriovy  to 
'^  signify  that  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  have  no  likeness  at  aU  to  the 
^'  things  which  are  made,  (therefore  not  made,)  but  are  like  the 
"  Feather  in  every  respect,  (see  the  Case,  p.  17.)  therefore  not 
**  differing  infinitely,  or  aa  finite  fix)m  infinite. 

^^  My  faith  is,  that  the  Father  onfy,  in  opposition  to  all  other 
"  Persons  whatever,  is  the  very  and  eternal  Ood;  and  conse- 
**  quently,  that  the  Son  is  not  the  very  and  eternal  God:  yet  I 
^'  make  no  scruple  to  profess,  with  Article  the  2d,  that  the  Son 
'^  is  the  very  and  eternal  God :  not  the  same  Grod,  but  another 
"  God ;  two  very  and  eternal  Gods,  the  divinity  of  the  latter 
"  being  derived  from  the  former. 

"  I  believe  that  the  Holy  Ghost  is  no  where  set  forth  in  Scrip- 
^^  ture  as  God,  and  that  he  is  not  included  in  the  one  infinite 
"  substance,  hut  finite  of  course :  yet  I  readily  profess  with  Article 
"  the  5th,  that  the  Holy  Ghost  is  0/  one  svhstance,  majesty,  amd 
"  ^'fory,  with  the  Father  and  the  Son,  very  and  eternal  God :  not 
"  the  same  God,  but  another ;  in  aU,  three  very  and  eternal  Gods^, 
"  by  ineffable  communication  of  divine  powers  and  dignity  from 
"  one  to  the  other  two. 

**  My  faith  is,  that  to  say,  God  is  three  Persons,  is  the  direct 
"  contradictory  to  the  doctrine  of  St.  Paul.  Nevertheless,  it 
"  may  he  proved  by  most  certain  warrants  of  holy  Scripture,  that 
"  the  Godhead  of  the  Father,  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost  is 
"  all  one,  and  that  they  are  not  three  Gods,  but  one  God,  This  I 
^'  scruple  not  to  profess,  because  I  can  understand  there  are  not, 
"  when  I  read  they  are  not. 

'^  My  faith  is,  that  the  Creed  called  Athanasian,  composed  in 
^*'  a  very  dark  and  ignorant  age,  has  affirmed  more  than  is  neces- 
"  sary,  and  more  than  is  trusV,  according  to  the  compiler's  sense : 
"  yet  I  willingly  subscribe  to  Article  the  8th,  asserting  that  it 
"  ought  throughly  to  be  received  and  believed,  and  may  be  proved 
"  by  most  certain  warrants  of  holy  Scripture ;    because  I  hope. 


o  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  469,    p.  418.  istedit.  and  my  Case  of  Arian 
470,  476,  477.  Subscription,    p.   394,  kc.  of  this 

P  See  Clarke's  Scripture  Doctrine,    volume. 
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^'  some  way  or  other,  to  wrest  it  to  a  meaning  suitable  to  my 
"  own  hypothesis. 

^'  I  do  not  believe  it  at  aU  necessary  to  salvatumj  to  worship 
"  one  God  in  Trinity  ^  and  Trinity  in  Unity ;  or  to  profess  jp^r/fe* 
"  God  and  perfect  man^  united  in  one  Person  :  yet  I  readily  ao- 
"  knowledge,  with  Article  the  8th,  that  it  may  be  proved  hy  most 
"  certain  toarrants  of  holy  Scripture^  that  whosoever  does  not 
^'  keep  this  faith  whole  and  undefiled,  shall,  without  doubt, 
^^  perish  everlastingly. 

"  My  faith  is,  that  there  is  but  one  Godhead  supreme,  viz. 
'^  the  Godhead  of  the  Father ;  and  that  the  Godhead  of  the 
'^  Son  is  not  the  same  Godhead,  but  infericH*,  and  the  Godhead 
"  of  the  Holy  Ghost  still  more  inferior :  yet  I  willingly  allow, 
'^  with  Article  the  8th,  that  it  may  be  proved  by  most  certain 
"  warrantSy  &c.  that  ^  Godhead  of  the  Father y  of  the  Son^  and  of 
'*  the  Holy  Ghost  is  all  one^  the  divinity  of  the  two  latter  being 
**  derived  from  the  former. 

^^  My  faith  is,  that  there  are  not  three  eternal  Persons,  and  that 
''  particularly  as  to  the  eternity  of  the  Son,  there  is  no  mention 
"  at  all  of  it  in  Scripture :  yet  it  may  be  proved  by  most  certain  . 
"  warrants  of  holy  Scripture^  that  the  whole  three  Persons  are  co- 
^^  eternal  together ;  that  is,  so  far  as  an  existenoe  before  timss^ 
"  or  agesy  necessarily  implies  coetemal^. 

^'  I  do  by  no  means  allow  that  the  three  Persons  are,  or  can 
^'  be,  one  eternal :  yet  I  readily  profess  it  may  be  proved,  &c.  that 
^'  th^  are  not  three  eternals^  but  one  eternal,  because  I  can  put 
"  there  for  theyy  tacitly  supposing  one,  when  I  read  the  other. 

^^  My  faith  is,  that  God  the  Son  ib  precarious  in  his  existence, 
^'  that  he  has  no  foundation  of  his  personal  Godhead,  but  his 
^^  exaltation y  that  he  is  no  more  than  an  angel  of  God,  that  an 
^'  angel  might  strengthen  him,  that  he  was  once  iffn/ora/i^  in  his 
'*  highest  nature,  and  was  properly  exalted,  (all  which  it  would 
'^  be  bla9phemy  to  ascribe  to  the  very  God,  or  to  any  thing  but  a 
''  creature,  according  to  the  common  acceptation  of  creature,) 
^'  yet  I  scruple  not  to  assert  that  he  is  very  God  of  very  God, 
^^  and  that  he  is  the  very  and  eternal  God,  neither  made,  nor 
^'  created ;  that  is  to  say,  neither  made  nor  created  by  himself^, 
"  but  by  the  Father  only. 

4  See  my  Case  of  Aiian  Subscrip-    tion,  p.  297,  &c.  of  this  volume, 
tion^jp.  295,  &c.  of  this  volume.  "  See  Collection  of  Queries,  p.  60. 

'  See  my  Case  of  Arian  Subscrip- 
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"  My  belief  is,  that  to  say,  three  Persons  are  one  Ood^  is  con- 
"  trary  to  Scripture  :  yet  I  scruple  not  to  declare  that  the  Boot 
"  of  Common  Prayer^  which  frequently  asserts  and  inculcates 
"  that  very  thing,  contains  nothing  contrary  to  the  toord  of  God. 

*'  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  are 
"  one  God ;  it  is  contradictory  to  St.  Paul :  yet  I  am  content  to 
"  say,  O  holy,  blessed,  and  glorious  Trinity,  three  Persons  and 
"  one  God^  &c.  And  frequently,  in  my  yearly  course  of  prayers, 
^^  I  call  upon  all  the  three,  under  the  style  and  title  of  one  God : 
"  for,  though  it  be  delivering  a  formal  Ue^  before  Qod  and  man, 
'^  and  in  a  point  of  the  highest  consequence ;  yet  1  make  no 
^'  scruple  of  it,  because  7  nmst  freely  oton^  that  I  see  no  con- 
'^  tradtction,  no  necessary  absurdity,  in  the  use  of  what  a  man  may 
^'  wish  to  have  in  some  things  corrected, 

"  To  conclude,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  plory  of  the  Son,  or 
"  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  any  way  comparable  to  the  glory  of  the 
"  Father :  yet  I  scruple  not  to  be  the  mouth  of  the  congre- 
*'  gation,  in  saying,  ^  That  which  we  believe  of  the  glory  of  the 
"  Father,  the  same  we  believe  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
"  without  any  difference  or  inequality.  This  solemn  mockery,  in 
'^  the  face  of  God  and  man,  may  lawfully  be  used ;  because, 
^*  again,  I  see  no  absurdity  in  the  use  of  what  a  man  may  wish 
"  to  have  in  some  things  corrected.*" 

This  representation  of  the  import  of  Arian  subscription, 
I  take  to  be  fully  supported  by  what  hath  been  above  cited ; 
though  I  have  not  every  where  used  their  very  words ;  thinking 
it  sufficient  to  give  their  certain  sense.  I  might  easily  have 
drawn  it  out  into  a  much  greater  length,  but  that  I  am  un- 
willing to  be  tedious,  and  incline  to  think  that  the  very  meanest 
readers  may  now  fully  apprehend  what  a  grimace  and  banter 
our  Arian  reconcilers  make  of  their  solemn  subscription.  Yet 
they  stand  up  for  it,  even  in  printed  books;  as  if  the  first 
elements  of  sincerity  were  almost  lost ;  or  common  sense  were 
extinct  among  us.  This  it  is  that  has  obliged  me  to  be  so 
particular,  and  to  lay  these  things  plain  and  open  before 
the  eyes  of  the  readers,  that  they  may  even  see  how  the  case 
stands,  almost  without  the  pain  of  any  thought  or  reflection. 

I  might  here  take  leave  of  this  tcriter,  having  abundantly 
confuted  his  confident  assertion  about  the  generality,  or  lati- 

^  See  Case  of  Subscription  to  the  XXXIX  Articles,  p.  46. 
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tude  of  expression,  supposed  in  our  Ohurch'^s  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity.  It  is,  now  at  least,  clear  and  manifest,  that  the 
expressions^  of  our  jmbUc  Jbrms  (so  far  as  concerns  the  points  in 
dispute)  are  Jixed,  special^  and  determinate  as  possible:  nor 
could  the  wit  of  man  invent  any  more  particular  or  stronger 
expressions  against  the  new  scheme^  than  are  already  in  our 
Creeds,  Litmrgy,  and  Articles. 

This  writer's  main  pretence  being  thus  taken  off,  other  oc- 
casional  or  incidental  passages  may  deserve  the  less  notice. 
But  since  I  have  begun,  I  shaU  now  go  through  with  him,  and 
answer  every  little  cavil,  which  may  either  seem  to  require 
it,  or  may  give  me  an  opportunity  of  further  illustrating  any 
part  of  our  present  argument. 

Object.  ^'  If  the  meaning  of  the  Articles  be  in  such  a  sense  one 
^'  meaning,  that  they  can  be  subscribed  honestly  only  by  such  as 
"  agree  in  that  one  meaning ;  all,  or  all  but  one,  of  those  great 
"  men,  Bp.  Bull,  Dr.  WaUis,  South,  Sherlock,  Bennet,  &c.  must 
*'  have  been  guilty,  kc."^  p.  5. 

Answer.  If  this  writer  can  shew  that  any  of  those  greai 
men  contradicted  any  point  of  doctrine  plainly  determined 
by  our  Church,  as  I  have  shewn  of  him  and  his  party; 
then  I  condemn  those  men,  be  they  ever  so  considerable, 
as  well  as  the  Arian  suhscribers :  but  if  they  dififered  in  ever 
so  many  questions  relating  to  the  Trinity,  (as  there  may 
be  a  great  many,)  and  none  of  those  questions  decided  either 
way  by  our  Church;  their  differing  in  such  undetermined 
points  does  not  affect  their  svhscriptiony  any  more  than  their 
differing  about  the  inhabitants  of  the  moon.  Let  this  gen- 
tleman shew  what  positions  of  those  great  men  plainly  con- 
front the  positions  of  our  Church;  that  so  they  may  be 
condemned,  as  they  ought  to  be,  and  their  subscription  with 
them.  Or  if  this  cannot  be  shewn,  how  impertinent  is  the 
objection ! 

Object.  "  When  any  Church  requires  subscription  to  its  own 
♦'  sense  of  particular  passages  of  Scripture,  which  do  not  contain 
"  the  terms  of  salvation,  and  refuses  communion  with  those  who 
^^  cannot  conform  to  that,  it  is  confessed  that  such  a  church  does 
"  that  which  it  ought  not  to  do,''  p.  5. 

Answer.  This  is  entirely  foreign.  Subscription  is  not  a  term 
of  lay-communion^  but  of  ministerial  conformity ,  or  acceptance 
of  trusts  and  primleges:   so  that  this  gentleman  here  seems 
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to  have  forgot  what  he  was  upon.  Besides  that,  had  the 
dispute  really  been  about  the  terms  of  communian^  his  pretence 
is  not  pertinent ;  because  the  Doctrine  of  a  coetemal  Trinity  is 
really  a  fundamental  Article,  and  such  as  our  Church  declares  to 
be  necessary  to  sahatian. 

Object.  "  The  Articles  are  so  composed,  that  some  of  them 
^^  are  on  all  hands  allowed  to  be  left  at  large,  the  composers 
^'  intending  a  latitude,  &c.'^  p.  8. 

Answer.     I  admitted  this,  in  my  papers  before,  and  suffici- 
ently shewed  how  impertinent  the  plea  is  to  the  point  in  hand* 
Undoubtedly,  it  nerer  was  the  intent  of  our  Church  to  de- 
termine aU  questions    relating    to    every    subject  whereof   it 
treats.     Yet  she  intended  to  determine,  and  has  determined, 
many  questions;  particularly  the  main  questions  between  Pro^ 
tegtants  and  Papists,  between   Catholics  and   yirians.      When 
Franciscus  a  Sancta  dara^  took  upon  him  to  reconcile  our 
Articles  to  Popery ;  what  did  he  else  but  play  the  Jesuit,  and 
render  himself  ridiculous  ?  The  like  has  been  since  done  by  our 
Arian  reconcilers,  with  as  much  wresting  and  straining,  and  with 
as  little  success.     It  might  be  diverting  enough,  (were  not  the 
thing  too  serious,   and  full   of  sad  reflections,)   to    compare 
the  Papist  and  the   Arian  together,  and    to  observe   which 
of  them  has  been  the  greater  master  in  this  exercise  of  wit,  and 
has  found  out  the  most  ingenious  and  surprising  comment  upon 
an  Article.     Our  Articles  however  will  stand,  in  their  own  native 
light,  in  defiance  to  both ;  so  long  as  gravity,  sobriety,  and 
manly  thought  shall  be  esteemed  and  valued  above  the  little  arts 
of  equivocating,  and  playing  upon  words.     The  Articles  are  not 
general,  so  far  as  concerns  our  present  debate  ;  and  we  need  not 
inquire  further.     There  is  a  medium,  I  suppose,  between  deter^ 
mining  aU  questions,  and  determining  none:  one  might  justly 
wonder  how  this  writer  could  be  insensible  of  it,  and  fall  into  so 
unaccountable  a  way  of  reasoning. 

Object.  "  We  must  have  some  criteria  by  which  we  may 
"  judge  which  these  particular  Articles  are,  fee.*" 

Ansioer.  The  criteria,  in  the  present  case,  are  plain  words,  not 
capable  of  an  Arian  meaning.  In  other  cases,  any  certain 
indication  of  the  imposer'^s  meaning  is  a  criterion  to  fix  the  sense 


^  The  title  is,  Expositio  paraphrastica  Arttcuhrum  Confessionis  AngUca. 
Pablished  A.  D.  1634. 
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of  a  proposition.  When  there  are  neither  j^^cvin  words,  nor  any 
other  certain  indication  of  the  imposer'a  meaning ;  the  Article,  so 
far^  is  left  at  large,  and  the  point  left  undetermined. 

Object.     "  One  man  subscribes  to  the  truth  of  this  general  fro- 

"  position,  in  the  Unity  of  this  Godhead there  be  three  Persons : 

^^  meaning  by  this,  that  each  divine  Person  is  an  individual 
^^  intelligent  Agents  but  as  subsisting  in  one  undivided  substance^ 
"  they  are  altogether,  in  that  respect^  but  one  tmdivided  intelligent 

^^  Agent. Another  man,  who  does  not  understand  this  notion, 

^^  nay,  that  sees  a  contradiction  in  it,  is  con\inced  that  each  of  the 
^'  three  Persons  is  an  inteUigent  Agent,  whereof  the  Son  and 
"  Holy  Ghost  is  subordinate  to  the  Father :  what  hinders 
^^  that  he  cannot  subscribe  honestly  and /airly  to  the  general  pro- 
"  position  ?'*'  p.  1 2. 

Anstoer.  Here  are  several  mistakes.  In  the  first  place,  that 
proposition  of  the  first  Article  is  not  general^  but  special,  in  respect 
of  the  Arian  controversy.  This  Godhead  plainly  denotes  the 
one  divine  nature,  ''the  one  living  and  true  God,**^  before 
described  in  that  Article.  *'  In  the  Unity  of  this  Godhead  there 
"  be  three  Persons  ;*"  therefore  the  three  Persons  are  the  "  one 
"  living  and  true  God  ;'^  directly  contrary  to  the  Arian  doctrine, 
and  to  the  new  scheme  ;  which  is  nothing  else  but  old  Ariomism 
revived.  As  to  the  explication  which  this  gentleman  carps  at,  it 
is  not  properly  an  expUccUion  of  the  Article,  (which  meddles  not 
at  all  with  the  question  of  intelligent  Agents^)  but  it  is  deter- 
mining a  point  relating  to  the  subject,  movQ particularly  than  the 
Article  hath  done ;  and  this  in  answer  to  an  objection  raised  out 
of  men^s  over  curiosity  in  those  matters.  I  know  no  reason  this 
loriter  has  to  find  fault  with  that  solution,  more  than  this,  that  it 
fully  answers  an  objection  which  the  party  are  apt  most  to 
triumph  in.  Intelligent  Agent  is  understood  either  of  Person^  or 
Being.  Unus  intelligens  Agens,  or  unum  intelligens  Agens^  may 
be  equally  rendered  one  intelligent  Agent :  the  former  signifying 
inteUigent  Person,  the  latter  intelligent  Being.  In  the  former 
sense,  every  Person  is  an  intelligent  Agent ;  in  the  latter,  all  the 
three  are  one  intelligent  Agent:  therefore  intelligent  Agent  and 
Person  are  not  reciprocal.  He  that  teaches  this  doctrine  sub- 
scribes honestly,  because  he  believes  all  that  the  Article  teaches ; 
and  besides,  guards  it  from  objections.  But  he  that  interprets 
the  Article  to  mean  no  more  than  that  there  are  three  Persons, 
two  of  which  are  subordinate  to  one,  is  worthy  of  censure :  first, 
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for  giving  ub,  at  leasts  a  lame  interpretation,  short  of  the  true 
and  full  meaning  of  the  Article :  or,  secondly,  for  doubling  upon 
the  word  subordinate^  understanding  by  it  inferior;  excluding 
the  two  Persons  from  the  one  supreme  Godhead,  and  thereby 
running  directly  counter  to  the  true  sense  of  the  Article^  which 
supposes  all  the  three  to  be  the  "  one  living  and  true  God,''  and 
expressly  asserts  that  they  are  "  of  one  substance,  power,  and 
"  eternity."**  This  writer  may  now  be  able  to  distinguish 
between  an  honest  and  a  fraudulent  subscriber ;  if  he  does  but 
know  the  difference  between  one  who  fuUy  believes  the  whole  of 
what  he  professes^  and  one  who  either  believes  it  but  in  part^  or 
really  disbelieves  the  greatest  part  of  it. 

Obf'ect.  ^'  Should  any  one  arise,  and  declare  those  men  to  be 

*^  prevaricators who  differ  from  the  doctrine  he  lays  down  as 

^^  the  meaning  of  the  Article ;  I  ask,  whether  this  be  not  to  put 

"  his  own  sense  or  comment  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  Article? 

"  The  fault  which  is  condemned  by  the  King's  Declaration,  and 
*^  which  King  Charles  threatened  with  displeasure,  was^  the 
"  drawing  the  Article  aside  any  way  or  either  way,"  p.  13,  14. 

Ansu^er.  I  perceive,  this  author  knows  little  either  of  the 
history,  design,  or  meaning  of  King  Charles's  Declaration.  The 
design  was  to  put  a  stop  to  the  quinquarticular  controversy, 
then  warmly  agitated.  The  King,  to  prevent  or  quiet  those 
disputes,  thought  it  the  most  prudent  way  to  forbid  either 
party's  being  more  particular  dian  the  Articles  themselves  had 
been.  And  we  find  that,  in  fact,  both  sides  were  censured  when 
they  launched  out  beyond  the  general  meaning  of  the  Articles 
in  that  controversy;  the  King  looking  upon  any  meaning 
beyond  the  general  one,  to  be  a  man's  oton  meaning  or  sense, 
not  the  meaning  or  sense  of  the  Article.  What  is  this  to  the 
point  we  are  upon,  where  the  meaohing  was  never  thought  to  be 
general  only,  either  by  that  King,  or  any  other,  or  by  any 
considering  man  else!  He  that  declares  and  demonstrates  the 
sense  to  be  special  and  determinate,  against  ancient  or  modem 
Arians,  does  not  put  his  oron  sense  upon  the  Articles,  neither 
does  he  "  draw  the  Articles  aside  any  way  ;"  but  he  secures  to 
the  Articles  their  oum  true  and  certain  meaning,  and  rescues 
them  from  the  fraudulent  comments  of  those  who  really  '^  draw 
"  them  aside,"  and  most  notoriously  pervert  them.  The  royal 
Declaration  orders  every  man  to  submit  to  the  Article  ^^  in  the 
^^  plain  and  fuU  meaning  thereof,"  which  if  it  be  understood  to 
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reach  to  our  present  case,  (though  the  King  seems  to  have  had 
an  eye  chiefly ^  or  mldyy  to  quite  another  thing,)  is  a  clear  con- 
demnation of  this  gentleman,  and  of  every  Arian  subscriber. 

Object,  *'  When  Mr.  Sogers  published  his  Comment  upon  the 
"  Articles,  his  book,  says  Dr.  Fuller,  gave  very  great  offence, 
"  because  he  confined  the  Articles  to  too  narrow  a  mewiing,"" 
p.  ly. 

Answer,  Very  right ;  and  I  take  Mr.  Rogers  to  have  been 
Uamable  in  so  doing.  But  it  is  not  said  that  Mr.  Rogers 
confined  all  the  Articles,  or  the  Articles  concerning  the  Trinity y 
to  "  too  narrow  a  meaning  :*"  nor  can  this  toriter  shew  that  we 
do  it,  in  condemning  the  Arians  as  fraudulent  subscribers. 

Object,  *'  Such  a  latitude  of  subscription  was  allowed  by  the 
"  Council  of  Nice,''  p.  i6. 

Anstoer.  The  fact  cannot  be  proved ;  but  the  contrary  may, 
if  there  be  a  proper  occasion.  However,  I  have  no  need  to  insist 
upon  it,  at  present,  because  our  Litwrgy^  Articles^  and  Aihanasiom 
Creed  are  more  particular  and  determinate  than  the  Council  of 
Nice :  so  that,  now  at  least,  the  sense  of  the  SiwoTja-iov  is  fixed 
and  determined,  to  every  subscriber,  beyond  all  cavil  or  ex^ 
ception. 

Object,  "  Had  the  compilers  or  imposers  intended  to  have 
^^  been  more  determinate  upon  any  point,  they  ought  to  have 
**  been  more  explicit  and  particular,'"  p.  17,  18. 

Answer,  I  defy  the  wit  of  man  to  invent  any  expressions 
more  partictdar  and  explicit,  than  many  of  those  are,  which 
appear  in  omt  public  forms ;  so  far  as  concerns  the  true  faith  in 
the  Trinity  in  opposition  to  the  Arian  doctrines.  They  have 
guarded  against  every  thing  but  equivocation,  mental  reservation^ 
and  a  violent  perverting  of  their  certain  meaning.  This  is 
enough  among  men  of  sense  and  probity^  which  is  always  sup- 
posed. No  laws,  oaths,  covenants,  or  contracts,  can  ever  stand 
upon  any  other  foot  than  this,  that  when  they  are  plainly 
enough  worded  for  every  man  to  understand  that  will  be  honegt^ 
it  is  sufficient ;  though  it  were  still  possible  for  men  of  guile  to 
invent  some  sinister  meaning.  I  desire  no  other  favour  than  to 
have  our  ptibUc  forms,  in  this  case,  tried  by  the  same  rule. 

I  may  observe,  by  the  way,  how  unwarily  this  toriter  has 
furnished  us  with  an  argument  (which  his  party  perhaps  may 
give  him  no  thanks  for)  in  behalf  of  our  forefathers,  for  their 
enlarging  of  Creeds.    He  would  have  told  them,  even  after  the 
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compiling  of  the  Athanasian  Greed,  that  ''  they  ought  still  to 
*'  have  been  more  explicit  and  particular/"  if  they  would  secure 
the  point  they  aimed  at.  I  do  not  altogether  dififer  from  him, 
provided  the  thing  cotdd  be  done ;  and  upon  the  supposition  that 
we  have  been  gradually  departing,  further  and  further,  from  the 
primitive  plainness  and  sincerity.  Nevertheless,  I  can  hardly 
think  of  any  additional  security  to  what  is  already,  except  it 
were  such  as  we  have  seen  added  to  the  ab/uration  oath  ;  a  caveat 
against  any  eqmvocation^  evasiony  or  mefUal  reservaiion  whatso- 
ever: which  yet  would  not  bind  up  those  that  can  leap  over  any 
thing;  (and  honest  men  are  the  same,  tcithcmt  it  or  with  it;) 
only  it  might  make  them  ashamed  of  ever  appearing  after,  in 
defence  of  any  equivocating  practices. 

Object.  ^^  Where  a  man  does  all  that  he  is  commanded  to  do, 
^^  and  does  it  openly,  and  with  all  the  circumstances  enjoined, 
^^  he  cannot  be  taxed  with  any  defSact  in,  or  breach  of,  regard  to 
^'  his  superiors,""  p.  i8. 

Answer,  For  the  purpose ;  if  a  man  takes  the  abfurtxtion  oaihj 
openly,  with  all  the  circumstances  enjoined,  only  not  believing  a 
syllable  of  it ;  he  is,  no  doubt,  yery  faithful  to,  very  observant  of, 
his  superiors.  There  is  only  this  circumstance  wanting,  (which  if 
it  be  not  enjoined^  is  always  supposed  necessary,  and  to  need  no 
enjoining^)  that  the  man  be  sincere:  and  this  one  defect  turns  all 
his  pretended  regard  to  his  sfoperiors  into  a  direct  affront^  rude- 
ness^ and  iniquity  towards  them. 

Object.  ^^  He  that  thinks  the  general  words.  Swear  not  at  ally 
^  to  be  exclusive  of  aU  oaths,  and  he  that  thinks  it  lawful  to 
"  swear  in  some  cases,  can  subscribe  to,  or  give  an  unfeigned 
^  assent  to,  St.  Matthew"s  Gospel,""  p.  21. 

Answer.  But  if  either  of  them  as  certainly  knows  that  his 
pretended  sense  of  ^^  Swear  not  at  all,""  is  not  the  true  sense  of 
Ckrigty  as  our  Arian  subscribers  know  that  their  sense  of  the 
Articles  is  not  the  true  sense  of  our  Church  ;  such  a  Person  in 
professing  an  unfeigned  assent  to  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  would 
give  himself  the  lie,  and  be  guilty  of  a  vile  hypocrisy  and  pre- 
varication. This  author  is  forced  to  allow,  in  the  next  page, 
(p.  22.)  that  he  and  his  party  "  take  the  propositions"*  (of  our 
Church)  '^  in  a  sense  which  they  know  was  not  the  sense  of  the 
^^  compilers  and  imposers,"'  p.  22. 

Object.  "  If  they""  (the  compilers  and  imposers)  "  happen  so 
^^  to  have  expressed  themselves  that  their  words  are  consistent 
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"  with  Scripture,  their  propositions  may  be  assented  to,  though 
"  in  a  sense  different  from  what  they  were  originally  intended 
"  by  the  compilers.**" 

Ansioer,  They  have  not  hojppefmd  so  to  express  themselves  as 
that  their  words  may  be  consistent  with  what  this  writer  calls 
Scripture ;  any  otherwise  than  as  a  man  may  happen^  after  using 
the  plainest  and  strongest  words  that  can  be  thought  on  to 
express  his  sense,  to  fall  into  ill  hands  that  vdll  industriously 
pervert  it.  This  indeed  may  happen^  in  any  &«?«,  oaths^  contracts^ 
or  engagements  whatever,  however  cautiously  worded :  nor  is 
there  any  security  against  it  (as  before  said)  but  the  common 
sense  and  probity  of  mankind ;  nor  any  rule  to  go  by  in  such 
cases,  if  a  liberty  be  once  taken  of  running  against  the  knoton^ 
certain  meaning  of  the  impasers.  Get  loose  from  this,  and  the 
rest  is  wild  confusion,  endless  playing  upon  words,  and  making 
a  jest  and  banter  of  all  speech  and  language. 

Object.  "  If  their  words  are  fairly  capable  of  a  Scripture 
^'  meaning,  then  a  man  may  subscribe  to  those  words :  if  they 
"  are  not,  it  is  not  lawful  to  subscribe,^  p.  23. 

Anstoer.  By  Scripture  meamng^  this  tcriter  understands  his 
own  j^rian  meaning.  I  readily  rest  the  issue  of  the  whole  cause 
upon  this  very  point.  If  the  words  of  our  Church'^s  forms  be 
fairfy  capable  of  such  a  meaning,  it  is  lawful  to  subscribe.  But 
it  is  evident  as  the  light,  that  they  are  many  of  them  neither 
fairly,  nor  a;t  all  capable  of  such  a  meaning  as  the  new  scheme 
requires;  and  therefore,  by  this  gentleman's  own  confession, 
it  is  not  lawful  for  him  or  his  party  to  subscribe.  Indeed,  words 
are  not  fairly  capable  of  b,  false  sense,  if  we  are  any  way  certain 
of  the  true  one  ;  that  is,  of  the  sense  intended  by  the  speaker  or 
writer.  We  cannot  ^atr^y  misconstrue  any  words,  if  we  are  fidly 
conscious  of  the  true  construction ;  though  the  words  themselves 
might  otherwise  bear  it.  This  I  lay  down  as  a  rule  of  truth, 
which  I  think  will  hold  in  most,  perhaps  in  all  cases.  But  I  have 
no  occasion  for  it  in  the  present  dispute,  because  the  words 
themselves  are  by  no  means  capable  of  an  Arian  construction, 
consistent  with  gramm>a/r^  or  custom  of  speech.  This  I  have  abun- 
dantly proved  in  my  former  papers,  (chapter  the  5th,)  and  now 
again  in  these :  and  this  icriter  himself  appears  to  be  sensible  of 
it,  with  respect  to  the  Liturgy  and  Athancusian  Greedy  at  least,  by 
his  profound  silence  on  that  head ;  never  attempting  to  confute 
that  part,  though  the  most  material  in  our  present  contl*oversy. 
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When  therefore  this  gentleman  says,  that  he  pleads  not  for 
subscription  with  such  reserves  as,  ^^so  £eu:  as  is  agreeable  to 
''  Scripture,*"  he  only  betrays  his  want  of  reach.  Dr.  Clarke 
never  yet  discarded  that  principle,  so  far  as  I  know,  though  his 
disciples  have ;  and  perhaps  he  is  the  wiser  in  not  doing  it. 
However,  I  never  directly  charged  the  Doctor  with  holding  that 
principle,  as  this  writer  falsely  pretends,  page  the  24th  ;  but  I 
shewed  that  the  Doctor  must  have  that,  or  nothing,  to  retreat 
to  at  length ;  and  that  he  had  expressed  himself  in  such  a  man- 
ner aj9  to  create  just  suspicion  that  he  really  gave  into  it ;  having 
never  expressly  condemned  it,  and  having  used  such  arguments 
ioT  suiscrMng^  as  wiU  either  justify  both  kinds  of  reservation,  or 
neither. 

Object.  ^'  It  is  a  shallow  artifice  indeed,  in  controverted  points, 
^'  to  assume  that  a  man'^s  interpretations  of  Scripture  are  Scrip- 
^  Pwre^  and  that  his  adversary's  are  not  so :  but  it  is  the  artifice, 
^^  shallow  as  it  is,  that  runs  through  the  Doctor^s  book,  and 
^^  makes  him  treat  his  adversaries  with  so  much  insolenee,^^  p.  25. 

Answer.  This  writer  appears  here  to  have  been  much  out  of 
humour :  the  reason  is,  I  h^d  unravelled  a  piece  of  sophistry 
whereon  a  mighty  stress  was  laid ;  which  is  very  prowHng.  The 
sophistry  was  this : 

^^  The  Church  of  England  permits  the  subscriber  to  receive 
^^  and  believe  whatever  is  agreeable  to  Scripture. 

"We  of  the  new  scheme  are  ready  to  receive  what<ever  is 
"  agreeable  to  Scripture,  as  by  us  interpreted* 

"  Therefore  the  Church  of  England  permits  us  to  subscribe  in 
**  our  own  sense  of  Scripture.*" 

The  fallacy,  I  observed,  lay  here,  that  the  Church  of  England, 
by  Scripture,  must  mean  her  oion  sense  of  Scripture,  as  to  points 
by  her  determined  :  and  therefore  the  argument  really  concluded 
for  the  ChwcKssemey  which  they  made  to  conclude  for  the  Arian 
sense,  though  not  the  OharcKs.  "  The  Church  surely,*"  said  I,  ^^  has 
^*  as  good  a  right  to  call  her  interpretations  by  the  name  of 
♦*  Scripture,  as  the  Arians  have  to  call  theirs  so ;  and  then  her 
**  requiring  subscription  to  'that  only  which  is  agreeable  to  Scrip- 
*^  ture,^  is  requiring  subscription  in  her  own  sense  of  Scripture, 
**  and  none  else.  Let  the  Arian  sense  of  Scripture  be  Scripture 
^^  to  Arians ;  but  then  let  them  subscribe  only  to  Arian  exposi- 
"  tions ;  which  are  nothing  akin  to  those  of  our  Church  <.**^ 
^  See  my  Case  of  Arian  Subscription,  p.  376,  277,  of  this  voluine. 

VOL.  II.  z 
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Now,  this  angry  gentleman,  either  not  understanding  (for 
what  is  so  blind  as  possum  ?)  what  I  was  talking  about,  or  in- 
dustriously dissembling  it,  represents  mc  as  not  allowing  the 
Arians  to  call  their  otcn  sense  of  Scripture  Scripture :  notwith- 
standing that  I  had  allowed  it,  in  full  and  express  words.  But 
I  suffer  them  not  to  think  that  they  subscribe  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  our  Church,  by  subscribing  to  their 
otcn  sense  of  Scripture,  which  is  not  the  Church\  but  repugnavA 
to  it.  I  suppose  only  that  the  compilers  of  our  forms,  and  imposerSy 
were  not  bereft  of  conmum  sense,  were  not  downright  idiots ; 
intending  a  s%J)scripti(m  to  bind  men  up,  and  at  the  same  time 
leaving  every  man  as  much  at  liberty  as  if  there  were  no  sub- 
scription. They  that  can  suppose  the  governors  of  Church  and 
State  so  toeak  and  silly  as  this  comes  to,  must  not  take  it  amiss, 
if  we  remove  the  undeserved  reproach  from  wise,  great,  and  good 
men,  and  return  it  to  the  proper  owners. 

Ob;ect.  ^^  It  is  an  unaccountable  method  of  arguing,  in  Dr. 
"  Waterland,  that  because  state  oaths^  which  are  contrived  and 
^'  penned  without  ambiguity,  and  on  purpose  to  guard  against 
^^  some  particular  things  or  persons,  ought  not  to  be  taken  in 

"  any  sense  but  that  of  the  imposers that  therefore  sub- 

'^  scriptions  in  cases  which  are  not  parallel,  are  fraudulent. 
^^  Such  arguments  are  only  arguments  of  calumny  and  slander  ; 
'^  and  only  prove  that  he  that  urges  such,  wants  nothing  but 
*'  power  to  persecute,*"  p.  1 9. 

Answer.  This  gentleman  is  again  pressed  somewhere  very  hard, 
to  make  him  forget  his  temper.  I  have  told  the  world  nothing 
but  the  plain  truth,  that  the  case  of  oaths  and  subscriptions  is 
parallel.  I  now  appeal  to  the  passages  above  cited :  and,  let 
every  reader  judge  whether  they  be  not  as  directly  opposite  to 
the  new  scheme^  as  the  abjuration  oath  itself  is  against  a  Popish 
successor ;  saving  only  the  caveat  in  the  close,  against  equivoca- 
tions. Which  proviso^  however,  is  always  to  be  understood 
(though  not  particularly  expressed)  in  all  subscriptions,  contracts^ 
covenants^  oaths^  &c.  Our  courts  of  justice  have  not  judged  it 
necessary  to  add  the  like  caveat  upon  the  taking  of  every  oath^ 
because  the  age  is  not,  at  present,  thought  wicked  enough  to 
want  it :  what  it  may  be  in  a  while,  if  such  loose  principles  as  I 
am  here  confuting,  prevail,  I  do  not  say.  But  to  proceed :  it  will 
not  be  a  harder  matter  to  dude  and  pervert  any  oath  whatever, 
than  it  is  to  evade  the  many  strong  expressions  of  our  Church 
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in  favour  of  a  coequal  and  coeUmal  Trinity.  This  is  what  the 
gentleman  is  so  angry  at,  that  he  has  no  way  to  avoid  the  force 
of  the  argument  but  by  a  confident  avowal  of  a  faUe  fact ;  as  if 
OMT  pubUe  foTTiM,  as  well  as  state  oaths^  were  not  penned,  in  this 
case,  tokh&ttt  ambiffuity^  end  on  purpose  to  guard  against  tame 
particular  tkingg^  or  persons.  He  that  calls  this  plain  argument 
calumny  and  slander^  commits  the  very  fault  which  he  condemns, 
in  calling  goody  ^vil :  and  as  to  the  mean  insinuation  about  per- 
secuting, I  suppose  it  needs  no  answer. 

Object.  **  If  the  Archbishops  and  Bishops,  or  even  the  Legis^ 
^'  lature  itself,  cannot  determine  what  shall  be  judged  agreeable 
**  or  disagreeable  to  the  Articles,  the  insolence  of  a  private  man 
^^  must  be  intolerable,  who  shall  presume  to  dictate  to  others, 
'^  and  to  charge  men  with  pre9aricati4>n  audjiraudulent  subscrip- 
"  tion,  &C.''  p.  32. 

Anstoer.  Softer  words  might  have  served  as  wdl,  and  have 
never  hurt  the  argument,  if  it  be  any :  the  world  will  easily  see 
the  difference  between  reasoning  and  railing.  I  take  not  upon 
me  to  determine  what  the  Bishops  or  Legislature  may  do :  nor  is 
it  my  province  to  make  at^hentic  interpretations  valid  in  the 
courts  of  law.  But,  I  humbly  conceive,  it  lies  within  my  compass 
to  state  a  plain  case  of  conscience^  to  detect  loose  casuistry^  and  to 
remonstrate  against  it.  I  know  of  no  insolence  there  is  in  deter- 
mining, that  coequal  signifies  coequal^  or  coetemal  coetemal; 
thsit  one  God  does  not  signify  three  Gods^  nor  oris  suista/nce  three 
substances;  or  that  the  word  they  is  something  more  than  a 
different  spelling  for  there.  These  and  the  like  plain  things 
common  sense  had  determined  long  ago ;  I  only  repeat :  deciding 
for  the  court  of  consdeneey  not  the  cowrts  of  justice,  as  this  gentle- 
man, by  mistake,  seems  to  apprehend. 

Object.  "  Dr.  Waterland  indeed  refers  us  to  the  writers  of 

"  the  time  when  the  Articles  were  compiled To  send  a  man 

*'  to  the  writers  of  that  time  to  know  the  meaning  of  the 
**  Articles,  when  no  man  wrote  by  authority,  is  to  make  those 
^*  writers  the  standard  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  not  its 
"  own  words  or  declarations.*"  p.  34,  3$. 

Answer.  It  is  pleasant  to  observe  how  this  author  strains  to 

make  me  say  something  which   he  thinks  he  may  tolerably 

answer,  diverting  the  reader  from  the  main  point.     I  referred 

to  the  scope  and  intention  of  the  writers?,  in  order  to  know  the 

T  See  my  Case  of  Subscription,  p.  367  of  this  volume. 

z  2 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


340  A  SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE 

meaning  of  their  writings ;  which  I  hope  is  no  unreasonable 
method :  and  I  was  there  speaking  of  writings  in  general. 
But  as  to  the  particular  case,  now  in  hand,  I  no  where  send  a 
man  to  the  writei*s  of  that  time ;  nor  does  so  plain  a  matter 
require  it.  The  words  themselves  are  sufficient,  and  carry  their 
own  interpretation  with  them.  I  desire  no  further  pogtulatvm 
than  this,  that  our  language  has  not  been  quite  reversed ;  that 
Ugkt  does  not  now  signify  darkness^  or  a  triangle  a  square,  I 
can  wave  abundance  of  niceties  which  might  occur  on  the  subject 
of  subscription^  and  might  be  properly  brought  in,  upon  more 
doubtful  cases.  In  the  mean  while,  I  may  observe,  that  this 
author's  argument  is  ridiculous  enough,  that  the  writers  of  the 
time  may  not  be  useful  to  discover  the  scope  and  ifUentioHy 
(suppose  of  a  law^  or  an  article^)  because  those  writers  were  not 
lavymakers^  or  men  in  authority.  It  is  well  for  the  historians^ 
that  they  do  not  often  meet  with  such  hard  measure. 

Obfect.  "  Let  Dr.  Waterland  vindicate  the  Arminians  from 
^'  the  charge  of  unrighteousness  and  deceit^  and  I  will  venture 
"  then  to  acquit  even  his  adversaries  from  the  same  charge,  by 

"  the  same  arguments. All  the  world  must  own  (our  Articles) 

"  to  be  formed  upon  Calvinistical  principles ;  and  to  have  been 
'^  deemed  Cahinisticai  Articles  by  our  own  Archbishops,  and  by 

^'  whole  Convocations  in  En^nd  and  Ir^and. ^Has  that 

^^  learned  Bishop  (Bull)  proved  unanswerably,  that  the  sense  <^ 
^'  the  compilers  of  our  Articles  was  not  OcUvimstical  ?  It  is  one 
^'  thing  to  say,  that  the  Articles  are  so  expressed,  as  not  neoes- 
"  sarily  to  oblige  men  to  profess  Cahmism :  but  it  is  another  to 
'^  say,  that  the  sense  .of  the  compilers  was  not  Cahinisticai. 
^^  Did  Archbishop  Whitgift  know  the  sense  of  the  compilers  of  our 
^  Articles  f  Did  Archbishop  Usher  I  Did  our  Universities  in 
^'  Whitgift^s  times?  Did  the  Irish  Convocations  which  settled 
"  their  Articles  ?  Did  our  Divinity  Professors  in  Queen  Ehza- 
"  beth's  days  f 

Answer,  Before  I  come  directly  to  the  matter,  I  must  observe 
that  this  writer  here  seriously  delivers  his  persuasion,  that  our 
Articles  are  Cahinisticai^  and  formed  upon  Calvinistical  prin- 
ciples ;  at  the  same  time,  as  I  conceive,  acknowledging  himself 
an  Arminian ;  which  I  suppose  may  be  true  of  the  rest  of  the 
party.  If  this  be  reaUy  the  case,  I  must  come  upon  them  with 
a  double  charge  of  prevaricating  in  their  subscription.  The 
Calvinists,  agreeably  to  their  principles,  have  indeed  often  pre- 
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tended  that  the  Articles  are  Cahinisticdl :  the  Anti-Calvinists, 
on  the  other  hand,  have  as  constantly  pleaded  that  the  Articles 
are  not  Calvinistiealy  but  rather  Anti-Oaivinigtical ;  that  they 
are  not  against  them,  but  rather  on  their  side.  And  thus  the 
contending  parties  have  gone  on,  endeavouring  to  justify  their 
subscriptions,  respectively,  by  their  differing  persuasions.  But 
here,  it  seems,  is  a  new  set  of  meuy  believing  the  Articles  to  be 
Ccdviniatical^  and  subscribing  in  Arminia/num  :  and  they  are  the 
first  that  ever  boasted  of  so  unaccountable  a  conduct.  To 
eiicuse  one  fault  they  commit  another,  heaping  sin  upon  sin,  and 
proclaiming  their  own  condemnation.  Let  them  get  off  from 
the  charge  as  they  can :  as  to  others,  who  understand  the  nature 
of  our  Articles  too  well  to  think  them  Oalvinistieal,  they  are 
very  excusable  in  their  avowal  of  Arminianism ;  so  far  as  our 
divines  do  really  avow  it :  for  I  know  not  that  they  have  ever 
adopted  the  whole  Arminian  system.  The  historical  hints  given 
by  this  tvriter  carry  so  little  of  argument  in  them,  that  if  he  has 
not  a  great  deal  more  to  urge,  he  will  never  be  able  to  prove 
that  our  Articles  are  Cahinistical,  When  he  speaks  of  all  the 
imrld's  owning  it,  he  betrays  nothing  but  his  unacquaintedness 
with  books  and  men.  Has  he  never  seen  Dr.  Bennetts  Di- 
rections, or  Bishop  Bull's  Apologia,  or  Heylin^s  Quinquarticular 
History,  or  Plaifere'^s  AppeUo  Evangelium,  or  Mountague^s 
Appello  Csesarem,  to  name  no  more  2  Does  all  the  world  own 
that  these  greal  men  wore  mistaken ;  or  that  they  have  not 
sufficiently  shewn  that  the  pretence  of  the  Galvinists  is  entirely 
groundless ! 

For  my  own  part,  I  think  it  has  been  abundantly  proved, 
that  our  Articles,  Liturgy y  &c.  are  not  Calmmstical ;  but  I  have 
no  need  to  insist  upon  the  negative :  let  this  wrUer^  or  any  man 
else,  prove  the  affirtnalive,  that  they  are  CalvinieticcU,  as  is 
pretended.  What  he  means  by  whole  Convocations  in  England, 
determining  the  Articles  to  be  Calvinisticaly  I  do  not  at  all 
understand.  When  he  tells  me  what  OonvocatianSy  and  when, 
the  thing  may  be  considered :  in  the  mean  while,  let  it  pass  for 
a  slip  of  his  pen.  His  other  historical  hints  may  be  thrown  into 
order  of  time,  and  in  such  order  I  shall  here  briefly  consider 
them.     His  vouchers  are, 

1.  Archbishop  Whitgift. 

2.  Our  Divinity  Professors  in  Queen  Eliaabeth's  days. 

3.  Our  Universities  in  Whitgiff's  time. 
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4.  The  Irish  Gonvocationff. 

5.  Arefabishop  Usher. 

"Hiese  are  the  particulars  of  the  evidence,  hinted  rather  than 
produced,  to  prove  that  our  Articles  are  CalvinisUcal^  or  formed 
upon  Galvin'^s  principles. 

As  to  Archbishop  Whitgift,  the  Universities,  and  their  pro- 
fmors^  they  all  fall  within  the  same  compass  of  time  ;  and  their 
judgment  in  this  matter  was  discovered  chiefly  in  the  year  1595  : 
m  the  two  famous  cases  of  Mr.  Barret  and  Dr.  Baro.  At  that 
time  Calvinism  appears  to  have  prevailed  at  Cambridge  beyond 
what  it  had  formerly  done  2.  The  seeds  had  been  sown  by 
Cartwright  some  time  before,  while  he  was  Margaret  Prrfessor 
there ;  and  the  learned  Whitaker,  who  was  made  B>egius  Pro- 
fessor in  1580,  very  much  promoted  and  furthwed  their  growth. 
Yet  Dr.  Baro,  of  Anti-Calvinistical  principles,  was  Professor 
(Margaret  Professor)  before  Whitaker,  about  1 57 1 ;  and  had 
for  many  years  gone  on  in  his  Lectures^  without  any  censure  or 
disturbance.  Calvinism  however  by  degrees  prevailing,  and 
especially  under  the  influence  and  authority  of  Whitaker,  the 
opposite  opinion,  of  course,  lost  ground.  But  there  were  several 
considerable  men,  notwithstanding,  who  approved  not  the 
Calvinian  tenets ;  and  among  the  rest,  Mr.  Barret,  then  Fellow 
of  Gaius  GoUege.  In  the  year  1595,  he  took  the  freedom,  in  a 
Sermon  ad  dervmy  to  censure  the  Calvinian  tenets,  and  even 
Galvin  himself,  very  smartly.  This  gave  oflfence  to  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  (or  deputy  Vice-Ghancdlor)  and  Heads^  who  pro- 
ceeded against  him,  and  forced  him  at  length  to  sign  a  feigned 
retractation^  which  they  had  drawn  up  for  him.  It  appears 
from  the  form  of  retractation,  that  the  Heads  who  drew  it  up, 
or  enjoined  it,  thought  our  17th  Article  to  favour  them. 
Within  a  while,  this  matter  was  laid  before  Archbishop  Whit- 
gift, who,  in  a  letter  to  the  Lord  Burghley,  expresses  his  great 
dislike  of  the  proceedings  against  Barret,  for  that  some  of  the 
points  which  the  Heads  had  caused  him  to  recant^  were  ^'  such 
**  as  the  best  learned  Protestants,  then  living,  varied  in  judgment 
'^  upon  ;  and  that  the  most  ancient  and  best  divines  in  the  land 
'^  were  in  the  chiefest  points  in  opinion,  against  their  reso- 
"  lutions*,''  the  resdutions  of  the  Heads^  in  Barretts  case. 
Hitherto  then  we  have  little  reason  to  believe  that  our  Articles 

«  See  Mr.  Strype's  Life  of  Whitgift,  p.  435.  »  Ibid.  p.  450. 
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layoured  Calvinism,  if  Archbishop  Whitgift  was  any  judge  of  it. 
But  besides  this,  the  Archbishop  had  sent  a  letter  to  the  Ifeads^ 
wherein  he  tells  them  that  in  some  points  of  Barret's  Retrtio- 
tation,  they  had  made  him  to  affirm  ^'  that  which  was  contrary 
*"  to  the  doctrine  holden  and  expressed  by  many  sound  and 
"  learned  divines  in  the  Church  of  England,  and  in  other. 
*'  churches  likewise,  men  of  best  account;  and  that  which,  for 
"  his  own  part,  he  thought  to  be  false,  and  contrary  to  the 
**  Scriptures.  For  the  Scriptures  were  plain,  that  Qod  by  his 
"  absolute  will  did  not  hate  and  reject  any  man.  There  might 
"  be  impiety  in  believing  the  one ;  there  could  be  none  in 
"  believing  the  other.  Neither  was  it  contrary  to  any  Article  of 
"  religion^  established  by  authority  in  this  Church  of  England, 
"  but  rather  agreeable  thereto.*" 

He  goes  on  to  ask,  upon  this  and  that  point  maintained  by 
Barret,  against  '^  what  Article  of  religion  established  in  this 
"  Church  was  it  T  and  some  opinions  of  Barret  which  the  Arch- 
bishop thought  untrue,  yet,  he  said,  had  no  *'  article  directly 
*'  against  them.""  Thus  far  the  Archbishop.  Next  it  is  ob- 
servable that  Whitaker,  in  his  Answer  to  the  Archbishop^, 
specified  no  Article  of  the  Church  to  justify  the  proceedings 
against  Barret.  "  For  the  points  of  doctrine,*"  saith  he,  "  we 
"  are  fully  persuaded  that  Mr.  Barret  hath  taught  untruth,  if  not 
^'  against  the  Articles,  yet  against  the  rdigion  of  our  Church, 
•*  publicly  received ;  and  always  held  in  her  Majesty's  reign,  and 
^^  maintained  in  all  sermons,  disputations,  and  lectures.*"  This 
plea  of  Whitaker's  is  false  in  fact,  though  he  might  not  be  aware 
of  it.  For,  to  say  nothing  of  Harsnet*'s  Sermon  at  St.  Paul'^s 
Cross,  in  1584,  and  of  Hooker's  at  the  Temple,  in  the  year  1585, 
both  condemning  absolute  reprobation ;  Dr.  Baro,  at  Cambridge, 
had  held  lectures y  preached  sermons,  and  determined  in  the  schools 
against  the  Oalmnian  tenets,  for  the  space  of  fourteen  or  fifteen 
years  before :  as  may  be  inferred  from  a  letter  of  the  Heads  to 
the  Lord  Burghley,  their  Chancellor,  extant  in  Heylin  <*,  bearing 
date  March  8,  1595.  But,  however  this  matter  be,  it  is  ob- 
servable, that  though  the  Heads  in  Barret's  case  had  appealed  to 
Article  the  17th,  and  the  Archbishop  had  particularly  demanded 
of  them  to  make  good  their  proceedings  by  any  Articles  of 
the  Church ;    yet    Dr.  Whitaker  then  thought  it  the  wisest 

^  See  Strype,  p.  440.        ^  See  Strype's  Appendix,  p.  15^.        ^  Heylin's 
Quinquacticular  Hist.  p.  624. 
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and  safest  way  to  drop  further  appeals  to  the  JriideSy  and  to  rest 
his  cause  rather  upon  the  current  doctrine  of  divines.  Now, 
though  it  were  ever  so  true  that  Cdlmnism  had  obtained  many 
years  in  the  pulpits^  and  professors'  chairs^  it  no  more  follows 
from  thence  that  Cahnnimn  was  the  doctrine  laid  down  in 
our  Article^  than  that  the  Cartesian  philosophy  was  there,  for 
the  time  it  prevailed.  All  that  can  be  justly  inferred  from  it, 
is,  that  the  generality  of  our  divines  thought  the  Calvinian  tenets 
to  be  consistent  with  our  Articles ;  and  they  might  mistake  even 
in  that  also.     But  to  proceed  in  the  story  of  Barret. 

The  Beads  of  the  University,  afterwards,  make  their  humble 
suit  to  the  Archbishop,  to  favour  and  countenance  their  pro- 
ceedings against  Barret.  ^Xhey  allege  that  several  positions  of 
Barret  were  contrary  to  the  j^rtides,  CcUechisms,  and  Common 
Prayer ;  but  they  neither  specify  those  positions,  nor  at  that 
time  point  to  any  Article^  or  particular  passage  of  the  Catechisms 
or  Covnmon  Prayer ;  so  that  this  general  charge  is  of  little  or  no 
moment.  Some  time  after,  Dr.  Whitaker  charged  Barret  upon 
the  Articles  of  the  Church,  and  particularly  on  the  nth,  oi  Justin 
fication.  But  the  Archbishop  still  declared  that  he  did  not  yet 
perceive  f  how  such  a  certain  position  of  Barret's,  which  he  had 
been  charged  with  as  impugning  the  Articles^  did  really  differ 
from  any  Article  of  our  Church.  And  as  Dr.  Whitaker  had 
particularly  charged  him  upon  the  Article  of  Justification^  the 
Archbishop  was  not  satisfied  with  it ;  but  desired  that  further 
inquiry  might  be  made  of  those  points  "  wherein  they  thought  he 
"  varied  from  the  book  of  Artides.''  ^At  last  a  favourable  re- 
tractation was  by  the  Ajrchbishop  appointed  for  Barret ;  and  so 
this  matter  ended.  From  the  whole  proceedings  nothing  certain 
can  be  gathered  as  to  any  Calvinism  being  taught  by  our  Ar- 
ticles. The  Calvinists  were  willing  to  claim  them,  and  made 
some  pretences  that  way ;  but,  at  length,  rather  dropped  than 
pursued  it;  not  being  able  to  make  that  point  good,  though 
often  insisted  on  by  the  Archbishop. 

It  may  be  said,  that  the  Archbishop  however,  upon  this 
occasion,  countenanced  and  authorized  the  Lambeth  ArtideSy 
drawn  up  by  Whitaker  on  the  foot  of  Calvinism.  This  is  very 
true,  thoi^h  it  is  not  so  certain  that  the  Archbishop  understood 
them  in  so  strict  a  sense  as  Whitaker  did :  for  that  they  were 

•  See  Strype,  p.  450.  ^  Ibid.  p.  456.  f  Ibid,  p,  455. 
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thought  capable  of  a  milder  and  softer  construction,  appears  by 
Baro'^s  orthodox  explanation^  of  them,  which  he  sent  to  the 
Archbishop,  vindicating  his  own  sentiments  to  be  consonant  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  her  avotoed  JrHcles^ 
and  urging  that  the  Lambeth  Articles  were  not  to  be  understood 
so  as  to  thwart  the  old  Articles  of  the  Church*.  However, 
admitting  that  the  Archbishop  was  so  far  a  Ocdvinist^  at  last,  as 
really  to  countenance  the  Lambeth  Articles  in  their  most  rigid 
sense ;  yet  this  does  not  prove  that  he  thought  the  same  doc- 
trine to  be  taught  in  the  Articles  of  our  Church.  For  had  that 
been  the  case^  what  occasion  was  there  for  drawing  up  nine  neto 
Articles  i  Might  not  the  old  ones  have  served  for  quieting  all 
differences  t  It  is  plain  from  hence,  that  the  o^  Articles  were  not 
thought  sufficient  to  end  the  dispute,  or  to  condemn  the  Anti-Col- 
vinists ;  but  new  ones  were  devised  to  supply  that  defect :  which 
new  ones  might  indeed  be  thought,  by  some,  consistent  with  the 
old  ones ;  and  that  is  all.  We  see  however,  that  the  Lambeth 
Articles,  in  their  strictest  sense,  appeared  to  others  not  very 
consistent  with  the  doctrine  of  our  CTiurch.  And  it  is  well 
known  that  the  Queen  and  Court  disliked  them^,  that  they 
thought  them  destructive  o!  piety  and  ffovemment ;  and  the  Arch- 
bishop, for  countenancing  them,  narrowly  escaped  aprccmunire. 

I  have  but  just  touched  upon  Baro'^s  prosecution,  not  thinking 
it  necessary  to  relate  that  whole  affair,  which  may  be  seen  at 
large  in  our  historians.  He  was  an  Anti-Calvinist^  and  had 
been  so  for  many  years  in  his  sermons  and  lectures  ;  was  never 
called  to  account  for  it  before  the  year  1595,  then  defended  him- 
self handsomely,  and  had  the  favour  and  countenance  of  Lord 
Burghley,  who  reprimanded  the  warm  proceedings  of  the  Heads 
against  him,  and  told  them  that  ^^  as  good  and  as  ancient  were 
*•*'  of  another  judgment,^  and  that  ^^  they  might  punish  him^  but 
"  it  would  be  for  well-doing*.'^  This  discountenance  from  Court 
stopped  the  prosecution;  and  Baro  enjoyed  his  professorship 
some  time  longer,  till  his  resignation  of  it. 

Mr.  Strype"  mentions  four  considerable  men  of  that  Univer- 
sity, that  favoured  Baro  and  his  cause :  Mr.  Overal,  Dr.  Clayton, 

J>  Strype's  Append,  p.   201.  Vid.  p.  131.  and  Collier's  Eccl.  Hist.  vol. 

etiam  Hist.  Attic.  Lamb.  ii.  p.  734. 

*  Strype's  Life  of  White,  p.  466.  ^^Strype's  Life  of  Whitgift,  p.  473. 

^  See  the  Letter  to  the  Duke  of  ™  Ibid.  p.  473. 
Buckingham  in  Heylin's  Life  of  Laud, 
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Mr.  Harsnet,  and  Dr.  Andrews.  Oyeral  succeeded  Whitaker  in 
the  Begins  Professorship  soon  after :  so  that  I  think  the  toriter 
of  the  pamphlet  had  no  occasion  to  boast  of  the  Divinity  Pro- 
fessors of  that  time.  Baro,  an  Jntv-Cahinist,  was  Margaret 
Professor  before  Whitaker  was  Begins :  and  the  immediate  suc- 
cessor to  Whitaker  was  of  the  same  sentiments,  in  the  main, 
with  Baro.  Here  I  may  take  leave  of  Whitgift  and  the 
University  in  Queen  Elizabeth'^s  time.  Nothing  yet  appears  to 
make  our  Articles  Cahinistical, 

The  next  thing  pretended  is  the  Irish  Convocations.  The 
fact  is  this :  Cahinism  had  got  footing  in  Ireland  before  the 
year  1615.  In  that  year  they  drew  up  a  confession  of  their  oimty 
(not  approving  of  the  English  Articles,)  and  they  inserted  the 
Lambeth  Articles  into  their  confession.  Dr.  Usher,  then  a  pro- 
fessed Calvinist^  drew  up  the  confession,  1  see  nothing  in  this 
matter  to  prove  our  Articles  Caivinistical ;  unless  their  being 
rejected  by  the  Oalvinists  can  amount  to  a  proof  of  their  being 
Cahinistical.  In  the  year  1634,  the  Irish  Convocation,  with 
Usher,  now  Lord  Primate,  received  the  XXXIX  Articles, 
without  formally  laying  aside  the  Lambeth  Articles.  This 
shews  that  Archbishop  Usher  and  the  Convocation  thought  those 
two  kinds  of  Articles  consistent :  which  they  might  be,  though 
there  were  not  a  syllable  of  Calvinism  in  ours,  if  they  were  not 
plainly  AntirCahinistical.  So  that  here  is  nothing  like  a  proof 
of  the  pretended  Calvinism  in  our  Articles,  either  in  the  judg- 
ment of  Usher,  or  of  the  Irish  Convocations.  Usher,  some 
years  after,  renounced  his  CaMnian  principles,  as  is  well  attested 
by  three  good  hands:  but  I  do  not  find  that  he  therewith 
renounced  our  Articles. 

Having  thus  answered  every  pretence  of  this  writer  for  his 
imaginary  Calvinism ;  I  may  now,  ex  abundant^  throw  in  a  few 
brief  remarks  which  seem  to  me  to  plead  strongly  on  the  op- 
posite side. 

It  has  been  often  pleaded  by  learned  men,  and  I  think  well 
proved,  that  our  Articles  (in  the  year  155^)  were  not  drawn  up 
by  Calvin's  scheme,  but,  next  to  Scripture  and  antiquity,  upon 
the  platform  of  the  moderate  Lutherans,  the  Augustan  Confes- 
sion, Melancthotfs  Doctrine,  and  the  Necessary  Doctrine  and 
Erudition  of  a  Christian  Man,  compiled  about  nine  years  before 
the  passing  of  our  Articles,  and  by  many  of  the  same  hands^ 
'^  See  Heylin's  Quinqu.  part  ii.  ch.  13.  sect.  3. 
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that  concnrred  with  these  in  1552.  Our  Articles  therefore,  in 
their  original  composition,  were  not  Ccdmnistical :  how  they 
could  come  to  be  so  afterwards,  being  still  the  same  Articles,  I 
cannot  devise.  I  do  not  find  that  the  Calvinian  rigours  had 
obtained  here  in  King  Edward'^s  time^  except  among  the  Gospel' 
lers^  (as  they  were  then  called,)  '^  who  were  a  scandal  to  the 
"  doctrine  they  professed,*"  as  Bishop  Burnet  °  says  of  them ; 
and  who  were  often  smartly  reflected  on  by  Hooper,  and  other 
the  most  judicious  B^iformers.  There  were  some  disputes  upon 
those  heads,  among  the  con/essora  in  prison,  in  Queen  Mary's 
time  P.  But  none  of  them  yet  appear  to  have  run  the  lengths 
of  Calvinism  in  all  the  Jive  points.  The  refugees  from  Geneva, 
in  Queen  Elizabeth's  days,  began  to  propagate  Calvinism  pretty 
early ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  they  then  claimed  any  coun- 
tenance for  it  from  our  Articles  ;  which  still  continued  the  same 
in  those  points  after  the  revisal  in  1562,  and  again  in  157 1.  In 
the  year  1572,  the  Calvini^ts  themselves  complain  of  some  of  our 
Bishops,  as  also  of  the  Articles.  The  authors  of  the  Second 
Admonition^  as  Plaifere^  observes,  do  accuse  some  Bishops  as 
suspected  of  the  heresy  of  Pelagius,  and  say,  "  for  free-will,  not 
"  only  they  are  suspected,  but  others  also :  and  indeed  the  book 
"  of  Articles  of  Christian  religion  speaketh  very  dangerously  of 
**  faUing  from  grace,  which  is  to  be  reformed,  because  it  too 
"  much  inclineth  to  their  error.*"  We  have  the  like  complaint 
of  theirs,  not  long  after,  taken  notice  of  by  Dean  Bridges',  in 
the  year  1587,  whereby  it  appears  that  the  Calvinists  then  made 
no  difference  between  the  justified  falling  away  finally,  and  the 
elected:  though  the  doctrine  of  our  Church  is  plain  that  the 
regenerate,  or  justified,  may  so  fall.  But  as  to  the  electa  if  that 
be  strictly  understood,  it  is  a  contradiction  to  say,  they  shall 
finally  perish.  The  CalvinistSy  at  that  time,  were  very  far  from 
boasting  of  our  Articles  being  clear  on  their  side :  they  suspected 
the  very  contrary,  being  sensible  how  the  doctrines  of  v/niversal 
redemption,  and  of  departing  from  grace^  bore  hard  upon  their 
scheme. 

In  the  years  1584  and  1585,  we  find  Mr.  Harsnet,  and  the 
judicious  Hooker,  both  of  them  condemning  the  Oahmieticai 

•  Bumet,  Hist,  of  the  Reform,  vol.  <i  Plaifere,  AppcUo  Evang.  part  iii. 

ii.  p.  107.  ch.  10. 

P  Heylin,  Quinqu.  Hist,  part  viii.  '  Bridffes,  Defence  of  the  Govem- 

ch.  17.  ment  established,  &c.  p.  1308. 
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doctrine  of  irrespective  reprobation ;  and  both  of  them  received 
and  countenanced  by  Archbishop  Whitgift. 

In  the  year  1 603,  was  the  famous  Homptov^-eourt  Conference. 
The  Calvinists  then  moved  that  the  booi  of  Articles  might  be 
^'  explained  in  places  obscure,  and  enlarged  where  some  things 
"  were  defective ;""  that  the  Lambeth  Articles  might  be  taken 
in^  and  that  in  the  sixteenth  Article,  after  the  words,  ^^  depart 
"  from  grace,^  might  be  added,  "  but  not  totally,  nor  finally  ;'*' 
whidi  would  have  defeated  the  whole  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
Articles.  It  seems^  the  Calvinists  were  not  yet  confident  of  our 
Articles  being  plainly,  or  at  all  on  their  side ;  as  indeed  they  had 
no  reason.  Yet  nothing  was  done  to  satisfy  their  scruples,  or  to 
relieve  their  uneasiness  on  that  account. 

In  the  year  1618,  our  divines y  at  the  Synod  of  Dort,  had  com- 
mission to  insist  upon  the  doctrine  of  universal  redemption,  as  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England,  (though  they  were  out-voted 
in  it,)  which  one  doctrine,  pursued  in  its  just  consequences,  is 
sufficient  to  overthrow  the  whole  Calvinian  system  of  the  five 
pointis. 

In  the  year  1624,  Mr.  Mountague  (then  Prebendary  of  Wind- 
sor) openly  disclaimed  the  Ccdvinistical  tenets,  as  being  the 
positions  of  private  doctors  only,  not  of  the  Church  in  her  pubUc 
forms.  His  "  Appello  Caesarem,**'  wrote  in  vindication  thereof,  was 
approved  by  King  James ;  and  Dr.  White  ordered  to  license  it 
with  this  approbation  ;  '*  that  there  was  nothing  contained  in  it 
^'  but  what  was  agreeable  to  the  public  faith^  doctrine,  and  dis- 
^^  cipline  established  in  the  Church  of  England.^  This  is  a  very 
considerable  testimony  that  our  Articles  are  not  Calvinistical, 
And  it  is  very  observable,  that  when  the  Commons^  the  year 
after,  drew  up  their  charge  against  Mountague  S  they  could  find 
no  Article  of  the  Church  to  ground  their  complaint  upon  (so  far 
as  concerned  \he  five  points)  but  the  seventeenth :  which  yet  they 
so  understood  as  to  make  it,  in  sense,  directly  repugnant  to 
Article  the  sixteenth.  For  they  charge  him  with  maintaining 
and  affirming,  in  opposition  to  Article  the  seventeenth,  "  that 
"  men  justified  may  fall  away  and  depart  from  the  state  which 
"  once  they  had,"  and  that  "  they  may  rise  again,  and  become 
"  new  men  possibly,  but  not  certainly,  nor  necessarily  i^  which 


"  See  Plaifere,  Appello  Evang.  part        ^  See  it  in  Collier's  Ecd.  Hist.  vol. 
iii.  ch.  16.  ii.  p.  736,  &c. 
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is  the  plain  and  manifest  doctrine  of  Article  the  sixteenth, 
which  does  not  say  shall^  or  must  rise  again^  but  may  only  ; 
intimating  plainly  enough,  that  it  is  neither  certain  nor  neces- 
sary. 

Such  as  desire  to  see  more  of  Mountague's  case,  may  consult 
the  historians  of  that  time.  I  concern  myself  no  further  than 
to  relate  such  particulars  as  give  light  to  the  present  question, 
about  the  sense  of  our  Articles  in  the  free  points.  And  I  would 
have  it  observed,  that  I  am  not  inquiring  whether  Calvinism 
was  the  more  prevailing  doctrine  of  those  times,  but  whether 
it  was  generally  thought  to  be  contained  in,  and  professed  by 
our  Articles^  or  other  public  authorized  forms  of  our  Church. 
Many  ran  in  with  Calvinism^  who  did  not  pretend  to  find  the 
iohole  of  their  doctrine  in  our  public  forms ;  nay,  who  suspected 
that  our  Articles  were  not  only  defective  in  those  points,  but 
even  contradictory,  in  some  measure,  to  them.  This,  I  think, 
sufficiently  appears  from  the  complaints  of  the  earlier  Galvinists 
in  Queen  Ehzabeth^s  time;  from  Whitaker's  confession  to 
Whitgift ;  from  the  conduct  of  the  Heads,  in  Barrels  case ;  and 
from  the  story  of  Baro ;  from  Whitgift's  procedure  in  the  Lam- 
beth Articles,  and  his  frank  confessions  in  favour  of  Barret; 
from  Dr.  Reynolds'"  proceedings  at  the  Hampton  Conference,  and 
the  resolutions  taken  thereupon;  and  lastly,  from  the  Irish 
Convocation  of  1615,  and  from  the  case  of  Mountague. 

I  shall  proceed  a  little  further  into  Charles  the  Firsts  reign, 
and  then  conclude  this  article. 

In  the  year  1626,  the  King  put  out  a  Proclamation  to  quiet 
the  disputes  on  the  frve  points ;  forbidding  new  opinions,  and  all 
inviovation  in  the  doctrine  or  discipline  of  the  Church;  com- 
manding all  to  keep  close  to  the  doctrine  &nd  discipline  established. 
This  Proclamation  seems  to  have  been  chiefly  levelled  against  the 
Calvinists,  who  were  then  labouring  to  introduce  innovations  in 
doctriihe  and  discipline. 

In  the  year  1628,  the  King  prefixed  his  famous  Declaration 
to  a  new  edition  of  the  Articles :  which  Declaration  was  designed 
chiefly  to  bridle  the  Calvinists,  but  indeed  to  silence  the  Predes- 
tinarian  controversy  on  both  sides.  The  Calvinists  made  loud 
complaints  against  it:  the  King  had  confined  them  to  the 
general  meaning  of  the  Articles,  the  plain  tind  full  meaning ;  had 
prohibited  any  Tiew  sense^  and  the  drawing  the  Article  aside.  This 
they  interpreted  to  be  laying  a  restraint  upon  them  from  preaching 
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the  saving  doctrines  of  God'^s  free  grace,  in  election  BxApredestina- 
iion.  (See  Collier,  p.  747.)  But  why  so,  if  Cahinism  had  been 
before  incorporated  into  our  Articles ;  or  if  it  were  not  a  new 
sense^  and  beside  their  plain  and  full  meaning!  This  complaint, 
from  that  quarter,  looks  like  a  confession  that  our  Articles  were 
not,  in  themselves,  Cahinistical ;  and  that  CcUvinism  could  not 
be  taught  without  introducing  a  new  sense^  and  drawing  the 
AxiiAe^  aside ;  or  however,  not  without  being  more  particular 
than  the  Articles  had  been. 

Soon  after  the  King'^s  Declaration^  the  Commons  drew  up  a  kind 
of  Anti-declaroHony  *'  avowing''  (as  they  say)  "  that  sense  of  the 

"  Articles which  by  the  puilic  acts  of  the  Church  of  England, 

"  and  the  general  and  current  eaposition  of  the  writers  of  our 
"  Church,  had  been  delivered  to  us ;  rejecting  the  sense  of  the 
"  Jesuits  and  Arminians."*' 

For  an  answer  to  which,  I  refer  the  reader  to  Archbishop 
Laud's  short  Notes,  or  Scholia,  upon  this  Anti-declaration^ 
recorded  by  Heylin  in  his  Life.  I  may  observe  that  the  Com- 
mons laid  no  claim  to  the  literal  or  grammatical  meaning,  in 
favour  of  Calvinism/  and  that  they  appealed  only  to  extrinsic 
evidence :  first,  to  the  public  acts  of  the  Church,  when  there 
were  really  none  such,  properly  so  called ;  next  to  the  current 
exposition  of  writers,  wherein  they  appear  not  to  have  dis- 
tinguished between  the  current  doctrine  of  writers,  and  the 
current  exposition  of  the  Articles ;  as  if  it  were  necessary  that  the 
whole  body  of  the  current  divinity  should  have  been  contained  in 
our  Articles,  Besides  that  even  the  current  doctrine  was  not 
entirely  on  the  side  of  Calvinism.  Absolute  reprobation  had  been 
generally  condemned  all  along  by  our  most  judicious  divines : 
and  the  doctrines  of  wniversal  redemption,  and  of  departing  from 
grace^  as  generally  approved :  which  doctrines,  if  pursued  in  their 
consequences,  (though  many  might  not  be  aware  of  it,)  tend  to 
overthrow  the  Calvinian  doctrines  in  the  Jive  points. 

I  may  further  hint,  that  even  the  Article  of  Predestination  has 
been  vainly  enough  urged  in  favour  of  the  Calvinistical  tenets. 
For,  not  to  mention  the  saving  clause  in  the  conclusion,  or 
its  saying  nothing  at  all  of  reprobation^  and  nothing  in  favour  of 
ahsolute  predestination  to  life  ;  there  seems  to  be  a  plain  distinc- 
tion (as  Plaifere^  has  well  observed)  in  the  Article  itself,  of  two 
kinds  o{  predestination ;  one  of  which  is  recommended  to  us,  the 

^  Plaifere's  Analysis  of  the  17th  Article,  p.  387,  alias  198. 
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other  condemned.  See  that  part  of  the  Article  in  the  margin*. 
Predestination  rightly  and  piously  considered,  that  is,  considered 
(not  irrespectively^  not  absolutely^  but)  with  respect  to  faith 
iw  Christ,  faith  working  by  love,  and  persevering ;  such  a  predes- 
tination is  a  sweet  and  camfortalle  doctrine.  But  the  sentence  of 
God's  predestination,  (it  is  not  here  said  in  Christy  as  before,) 
that  sentence,  simply  or  absohUely  considered,  (as  curums  and 
earned  persons  are  apt  to  consider  it,)  is  a  most  dangerous  down- 
fall^ leading  either  to  security  or  desperation;  as  having  no 
respect  to  foreseen /ai^  and  a  goodlife^  nor  depending  upon  it,  but 
4tntecedent  in  order  to  it.  The  Article  then  seems  to  speak  of 
two  subjects;  first,  of  predestination  soberly  understood  with 
respect  to  faith  in  Christy  which  is  wholesome  doctrine ;  secondly, 
of  predestination  simply  considered,  which  is  a  dangerous 
doctrine.  And  the  latter  part  seems  to  be  intended  against 
those  Crospellers  whereof  Bishop  Burnet  ^  speaks.  Nor  is  it 
imaginable  that  any  true  and  sound  doctrine  of  the  Oospel  should, 
of  itself,  have  any  aptness  to  become  a  doum/all  even  to  earned 
persons :  but  carnal  persons  are  apt  to  corrupt  a  sound  doctrine, 
and  suit  it  to  their  own  lusts  andpassionSf  thereby  falsifying  the 
truth.     This  doctrine,  so  depraved  and  mistaken,  our  Church  con- 


'  Ab  the  ffodkf  consideration  of 
predestinatum,  and  our  election  in 
Christ,  is  fiill  of  sweety  pleasant,  and 
unspeakable  comfort  to  ff  odly  persons, 
and  such  as  feel  in  themselves  the 
working  of  the  Spirit  of  Christ,  mor- 
tifying the  works  of  the  flesh,  and 
their  earthly  members,  and  drawing 
np  their  mmd  to  high  and  heavenly 
thinff  8 ;  as  well  because  it  doth  greatly 
establish  and  confirm  their  faith  of 
eternal  salvation,  to  be  enjoyed  through 
Christ,  as  because  it  doth  fervenSy 
kindle  their  love  towards  God. 

So,  for  curious  and  carnal  persons, 
lacking  the  spirit  of  Christ,  to  have 
continually  before  their  eyes  the  sen- 
tence of  tiod* 8  predestination,  is  a  most 
dangerous  downfall,  whereby  the  devil 
doth  thrust  them  either  into  despe- 
ration, or  into  wretchlessness  of  most 
unclean  Uoing,  {impurissinue  vita  secu- 
ritatem,)  no  less  perilous  than  despe- 
ration. 

y  The  doctrine  of  predestination 
having  been  generally  taught  by  the 
Reformers,  many  of  this  sect  (the 
Gospellers)  began  to  make  strange  in- 


ferences from  it;  reckoning,  that  since 
every  thing  was  decreed,  and  the  de- 
crees of  God  could  not  be  frustrated, 
therefore  men  were  to  leave  themselves 
to  be  carried  by  these  decrees.  This 
drew  some  into  great  impiety  qf  life, 
and  others  into  desperation.  The 
Germans  soon  saw  the  ill  effects  of  this 
doctrine.  Luther  changed  his  mind 
about  it,  and  Melancthon  openly  writ 
against  it.  And  since  that  time,  the 
^ole  stream  of  the  Lutheran  churches 
has  run  the  other  way.  But  both 
Calvin  and  Bucer  were  still  for  main- 
taining the  doctrine  of  these  decrees ; 
only  they  warned  the  people  not  to 
think  much  of  them,  since  they  were 
secrets  which  men  could  not  penetrate 
into.  But  they  did  not  so  clearly 
shew  how  these  consequences  did  not 
flow  from  such  opinions.  Hooper  and 
many  other  good  writers  did  often 
dehort  the  people. from  entering  into 
these  curiosities;  and  a  caveat  to  the 
same  purpose  was  put  afterwards  into 
the  Article  of  the  Church  about  Pre- 
destination, Burnet,  Hist,  of  the  Rrf. 
vol.  ii.  p.  107. 
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demns  :  that  is,  she  condemns  absoltUe,  irrespective  predestination, 
not  the  other.  This  appears  to  be  the'  most  probable  construc- 
tion of  the  seventeenth  Article ;  for  vindication  whereof  I  shall 
refer  to  the  margin  2,  and  to  Plaifere  before  cited ;  who  accord- 
ingly, in  the  close  of  his  Analysis,  appeals  to  this  very  Article  of 
our  Church,  in  favour  of  conditionate  predestination.  Neverthe- 
less, it  is  sufficient  to  my  purpose,  if  neither  absolute  nor  con- 
ditionate  be  affirmed  or  denied  in  the  Article ;  as  hath  been  the 
opinion  of  many,  and  as  I  have  been  before  (to  prevent  needless 
disputes)  wilhng  to  allow.  Let  it  be  supposed  that  Calvinism  is 
not  directly  contrary  to  the  Articles ;  which  is  civil  enough  in  all 
reason. 

Now,  to  return  to  our  toriter.  To  justify  Arminian  subscrip- 
tion, I  plead  first,  that  the  toords  themselves,  of  our  public  forms, 
do  not  determine  on  the  side  of  Calvinism :  nor  secondly,  any 
known  intention  of  compilers  or  imposers :  nor  thirdly,  any 
authentic  interpretation  of  our  superiors.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  presumption  rather  lies  a^nst  Calvinism,  from  express 
words  in  some  Articles,  (as  particularly  the  i6th  and  3i8t, 
besides  several  other  things  in  the  Catechism  and  Liturgy^)  from 
the  probable  construction  of  other  Articles,  from  the  original 


2  i.Desetemaprsedestinationerec- 
te  erudiri  ecdesiam  summopere  ne- 
cessarium  est :  nam  ut  nulla  doctnna 
uberiorem  consolationem  piis  consci- 
entiis  afferre  solet,  quam  doctrina  pne- 
destinationis  recte  explicita,  ita  nihil 
periculoBius  est  auam  recta  pnedesti- 
nationis  ratione  aoerrare. 

2.  Nam  qui  a  vera  deflectit,  mpra- 
cipitium  fertur,  unde  se  redpere  non 
potest. 

3.  Sunt  quidam^  qui  cum  audiunt 
nostram  salutem  in  Dei  electione  et 

Eroposito  sitam  esse,  et  modwn  verum 
aud  observant,  somnia  stoica,  etfa- 
hulas  Parcarum  fingunt. 

4.  Modus  autem  prsedestinationis 
verissimus  est,  quem  Paulus  nobis 
commonstrat,  cmn  ad  Ephes.  scribit, 
Elegit  nos  in  Christo.  In  hoc  modo, 
conditio  fidei  includitur,  nam  cum  fide 
inserimur  Christo,  ejus  membra  effi- 
dmur,  et  ideo  electi  quia  Christi  mem- 
bra sumus.     HemnUngius  apud  Platf, 

Judicamus  baud  dubie  electos  esse 
eos,  qui  mis^cordiam  propter  Chris- 
tum promissam/cfe  apprehendunt,  nee 
abjiaunt  eam  fiduciam  ad  extremum. 


Mehmeth.  loc,  TheoL  de  PrtBdest. 

Here  you  see  how  you  sball  avoid 
the  scrupulous  and  most  dangerous 
Question  of  the  predesttnaOon  of  God : 
for,  if  thou  wilt  inquire  into  his  coun- 
cils, thy  wit  will  deceive  thee But 

if  thou  begin  with  Christ,  &c.  this 

simple  question  will  not  hurt  thee 

Cmist  is  the  Book  of  life,  and  all 
that  betieve  in  him  are  of  the  same 
Book,  and  so  are  chosen  to  everlasting 
life;  for  only  those  are  ordained 
that  believe.  Latimer,  Sermon  on 
Septuages,  p.  314. 

Bishop  Bancroft,  at  the  Hampton 
Cor^erence,  observes,  that  many  grew 
libertines  by  reiving  too  much  on 
predestination  ;  tnat  this  proposition, 
yi  shall  be  saved,  I  shall  be  saved,  is 
a  desperate  doctrine,  a  contradiction 
to  orthodox  belief;  and  that  men 
ought  not  to  rest  their  happiness  on 
any  absolute,  irrespective  decree; 
citing  the  latter  part  of  the  1 7th  Article 
relating  to  God's  general  promises. 
All  wmch  shews  that  he  thought  that 
Article  rather  to  condemn,  than  favour 
absolute  predestination. 
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composition  and  design  of  the  Articles,  and  from  some  con- 
siderable testimonies  of  our  most  judicious  divines ;  besides  the 
amfesiuyns  of  the  more  early  Galvinists  themselves.  This  toriier 
has  promised  me  to  defend  Arian  subscription  by  the  same  argvr 
ments^  p.  38.  If  it  might  not  look  too  like  insulting,  I  would 
now  call  upon  him  to  make  his  words  good. 

The  reader,  I  hope,  will  excuse  the  length  of  this  part,  which 
could  not  easily  have  been  crowded  into  a  shorter  compass. 
I  have  omitted  a  great  deal  purely  for  the  sake  of  brevity ; 
and  because  I  would  not  enter  further  into  a  distinct  controversy, 
than  the  objection  necessarily  required.     I  may  now  pass  on. 

Object.  "  Would  an  Arminian  have  expressed  himself  in  the 
'^  language  of  the  Articles^  about  predestination  and  original 

Answ.  Would  a  Calvinist  have  expressed  himself  in  the 
language  of  the  Articles^  about  the  jive  points  ?  Compare  the 
Lambeth  Articles,  or  the  decrees  of  the  Synod  of  Dort,  or  the 
Assembly's  Confession ;  and  see  whether  they,  or  any  of  them, 
speak  the  moderate  language  of  our  Articles.  As  to  original  siuy 
I  know  not  whether  any  of  our  considerable  Divines  go  the 
lengths  of  the  Arminians  in  that  Article.  As  to  predestination, 
Dr.  Bennet*  and  Mr.  Plaifere*>  have  both  appealed  to  Arminius 
himself,  as  teaching  the  very  same  doctrine  with  our  17  th 
Article:  which  may  well  deserve  this  author's  special  notice. 
But  it  is  enough  for  me,  if  the  Article  has  but  been  expressed 
in  the  middle  or  moderate  way,  in  such  general  terms  as  come 
not  up  either  to  Calvinism  or  Arminianism:  which  is  a  sup- 
position I  have  been  willing  to  admit,  for  the  waving  of  all 
needless  controversy ;  though  I  am  rather  of  opinion  that  the 
Article  leans  to  the  Anti-Calvinian  persuasion. 

I  have  heard  it  objected  to  the  supposition  of  the  Article*'s 
being  general^  and  irulifferent  to  either  side,  that  it  would  make 
the  Article  useless,  as  deciding  and  determining  nothing.  But 
I  beg  leave  to  observe  that  the  Article  may  be  exceeding  useful, 
notwithstanding  such  a  supposition. 

1.  To  prevent  the  suspicion  of  our  Church's  running  in  with 
the  Gospellers  on  one  hand,  or  the  Pelagians  on  the  other ;  and 
so  the  Article  is  a  fence  against  slander  and  calumny. 

2.  Supposing  the  Article  to  be^^^^^a^and  indefinite^  in  respect 

*  Bennet's  Directions  for  studying,  ^  Plaifere,  Appello  Evang.  p.  38. 
Sec.  p.  95,  &c.  alias  p.  37. 

VOL.  II.  A  a 
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of  the  controversy  between  Calvinists  and  Arminians ;  it  is  yet 
special  and  determinate  against  the  opinion  of  Samuel  Huber, 
who  taught  an  universal  election,  (which  in  reality  is  nodectiony) 
and  that  all  men  by  the  death  of  Christ  were  brought  into  the 
state  of  grace  and  salvation.  The  Article  confines  the  election 
to  those  that  believe  in  Christ,  and  live  up  to  that  belief,  perse- 
vering to  the  end. 

The  Article  is  also  special  and  determinate  against  the  opinion 
fathered  upon  Origen,  that  all  men,  even  wicked  men,  and  devils, 
shall  at  last  be  received  to  mercy.  The  Article  is  further  special 
and  determinate  against  the  Socinians,  who  deny  GfodiH prescience 
of  future  contingents^  and  admit  no  special  predestination  from 
all  eternity.  There  may  be  other  false  opinions  particularly 
condemned  by  this  Article :  but  these  now  specified  are  enough 
to  shew  the  fise  of  the  Article ;  though  we  should  suppose  the 
main  points,  between  Calvinists  and  Arminians,  to  be  left  in 
medio^  undetermined. 

Object.  "  I  know  of  no  obligation  upon  any  one  to  subscribe 
"  to  this,  that  the  ideas  which  the  compilers  of  the  i  ith  Article 
"  had  of fUsHJication  and  /aith^  &c.  were  consonant  to  the  true 
"  ideas  which  were  expressed  by  these  words  in  Scripture," 
p.  42. 

Answer,  The  subscriber  must  assent  to  the  propositiofis  laid 
down  by  the  compilers  and  imposers ;  which  propositions  are  made 
up  of  ideas :  and  therefore,  in  subscribing  to  their  propositions^ 
we  subscribe  so  far  to  their  ideas.  I  do  not  say  that  we  subscribe 
to  any  of  their  private  sentiments  or  ideas,  such  as  they  have 
not  expressed,  or  intended  not  to  express,  in  the  public  forms. 
But  their  declared  public  sentiments  contained  in  our  forms, 
those,  so  far  as  we  are  certain  of  them,  we  subscribe  to. 

As  to  the  meaning  of  the  nth  Article,  our  Church  refers  us 
not  to  Scripture^  (for  such  as  disbelieve  the  Article  might  pre- 
tend Scripture,)  but  to  the  HomUy  delivering  the  Church's  sense 
of  Scripture,  in  regard  to  that  Article. 

Object.  "  There  are  a  great  many  passages  of  Scripture  inter- 
"  preted  in  the  Homilies ;  but  yet  our  Church  no  where  supposes, 
"  that  whoever  difiers  from  its  explications  offers  violence  to 
"  Scripture  itself,""  p.  44. 

Answer.  Neither  do  I  suppose  it,  however  this  icriter  may  love 
to  mistake  or  misrepresent  plain  things.  But  wherever  our 
Church  has  tied  us  up  to  the  profession  of  any  doctrine,  the 
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suBicriber,  as  mich/must  interpret  Scripture  conformably  to  that 
doctrine,  and  not  in  opposition  thereto.  He  must  not,  for 
instance,  interpret  Scripture  in  favour  o{ purgatory,  infallibility, 
warship  of  saints^  or  the  like;  at  the  same  time  condemning 
those  Popish  tenets  by  his  subscription :  neither  must  he  inter- 
pret Scripture  in  favour  of  the  Son's,  or  Holy  Ghost's  inferiority^ 
inequality,  &c.  while  he  subscribes  to  their  coequality  and  coeter- 
nity.  He  is  tied  up  to  the  Church's  sense  of  Scripture  in  all 
points  determined  by  the  Church,  so  far  as  to  believe  that  her 
explications  are,  in  the  general,  just  and  true ;  that  whatever  she 
proposes  as  Scripture  doctrine,  is  Scripture  doctrine ;  and  that  no 
sense  of  Scripture  which  runs  counter  to  her  decisions  is  the  true 
sense  of  Scripture,  but  a  violence  offered  to  Scripture.  This  is  all 
I  ever  meant,  or  now  mean,  by  our  being  bound  up  to  the  Church's 
explications. 

Object.  "  No  law  requires  any  man  to  explain  the  Articles  by 
"  the  Liturgy,  or  to  subscribe  the  Articles  in  the  sense  of  the 
**  Liturgic  expressions,"  p.  45. 

Answer.  The  hiw  of  common  sense  obliges  us  to  make  the 
Articles  and  Liturgy  consistent,  at  least,  if  we  admit  both  ;  and 
to  believe  that  both,  in  reality,  mean  the  same  thing,  being  esta- 
blished by  the  scma  authority. 

Object.  "  The  Articles  may  be  general ^the  Liturgy  more 

"  special  and  determinate,"  p.  45. 

Answer.  This  might  have  been  the  case;  but  in  fact  it  is  not; 
for  the  Athanasian  Creed,  contained  in  Article  the  8th,  to  say 
nothing  of  other  Articles,  is  as  special  and  determinate  as  the 
Liturgy  itself.  The  same  evasions  will  not,  it  may  be,  indifferently 
serve  for  every  expression  to  bo  met  with  in  both:  but  a  man 
that  takes  into  that  loose  way,  may,  when  his  hand  is  in,  find 
some  evasion  or  other  for  any  thing  whatever.  It  seems  to  be 
purely  accidental,  that  the  Doctor  appeared  to  be  more  con- 
founded and  nonplused  in  the  Liturgy,  than  in  the  Creeds  and 
Articles :  invention  will  sometimes  flag,  and  even  the  keenest 
wit  cannot  bear  to  be  always  kept  upon  the  stretch. 

Obfect.  "  What  advantage,  real  advantage,  would  it  be  to  the 
"  Church  of  England  to  eject  out  of  its  communion  such  men  as 
"  Dr.  W.  plainly  points  atT  p.  46. 

Answer.  It  is  unfortunate  for  the  men  who  are  to  new  model 
our  divinity,  and  to  reform  our  faith,  that  they  should  betray, 
at  every  turn,  a  strange  confumn  of  thought  even  in  clear  and 
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plain  things.  This  vmter  cannot  distinguish  between  ejecting^ 
and  not  admitting  ;  nor  between  Chwrch-ixymmimion^  and  Church- 
trusts,  I  said  not  a  word  about  ejecting  any  man  out  of  comrnvr- 
nion :  I  pleaded  only  against  admitting  any  into  Church-trustSf 
that  must  come  in  by  iniquity ,  or  not  at  all :  and  I  am  not  sen- 
sible that  I  was  either  deceived  in  my  reasoning,  or  out  in  my 
politics.  However  high  an  opinion  this  gentleman  (or  I)  may 
have  of  the  valuable  abilities  of  the  Arian  subscribers ;  whatever 
advantage  or  credit  we  might  propose,  by  having  so  considerable 
men  amongst  us ;  yet  our  misfortune  is,  that  we  cannot  have 
them  but  by  sinful  meanSy  and  at  the  expense  of  sincerity  ;  and 
we  dare  not  promise  ourselves  any  real,  or  lasting  benefit  from  so 
notorious  a  breach  of  God's  coimnandments.  On  the  other  hand, 
since  I  am  here  publicly  called  upon  to  declare  what  advantage 
it  may  be  to  us,  to  have  a  stop  put  to  this  unrighteous  practice 
of  subscribing^  I  shall  briefly  hint  it  in  a  few  particulars. 

1.  It  will  be  much  for  the  honour  of  God,  and  of  our  most 
holy  religion,  to  have  no  more  such  offences  seen,  or  once  named 
amongst  us. 

2.  It  will  be  taking  away  one  great  reproach  from  our  country^ 
heretofore  famed  for  its  gravity  and  good  sense ;  and  for  breeding 
up  divines  and  casuists,  as  judicious,  solid,  and  accurate  as  any 
upon  the  face  of  the  earth. 

3.  It  may  be  much  for  the  advantage  of  the  common  people, 
not  to  be  under  such  guides  as  are  themselves  remarkably 
deficient  in  the  first  principles  of  moraUty  and  Christian  sim- 
plicity ;  and  who  may  be  presumed  the  less  qualified  to  direct 
the  consciences  of  others,  while  so  manifestly  faulty  in  the  conduct 
of  their  oum. 

4.  It  may  be  a  further  advantage,  for  Christian  people,  to  be 
under  the  care  and  guidance  of  none  but  orthodox  teachers; 
such  as  will  instruct  them  in  the  fvmdamentals  of  Christianity, 
and  lead  them  in  the  way  everlasting. 

These  are  some  of  the  advantages  we  may  reasonably  propose, 
along  with  God's  blessing;  which  must  be  had  in  Gkni's  own 
way,  and  in  the  doing  of  what  is  just,  honest,  and  upright. 
If  there  be  any  greater  advantages  on  the  other  side,  let  this 
gentleman  name  them,  and  they  shall  be  considered. 

Object.  "  They  disclaim  Arianism ;  yet  notwithstanding  that, 
"  they  are  injuriously  and  unchristianly  called  Arians^  p.  46, 

Ansicer,  God  forbid  that  wo  should  ever  demean  ourselves 
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mjuriotuly  or  tmcAristia/nly  towards  any  man.  Here  is  a  mistake 
somewhere ;  and  it  is  no  hard  matt-er  to  perceive  where  it  lies. 
This  gentleman  should  have  said,  that  they  disclaim  the  name  of 
Arianism :  they  do  indeed  disclaim  the  name^  but  not  the  thing. 
We  think  ourselves  as  proper  and  as  competent  judges  of  what 
Ariani&n  is,  as  others  may  be :  and  we  cannot  help  judging,  as 
long  as  we  can  read.  When  we  have  found  the  thing^  being 
plain  and  sincere  men,  we  immediately  give  the  name.  For  the 
purpose;  if  we  meet  with  any  man  teaching  the  doctrines  of 
purga;tory^  tranmb8ta/ntia;ti4/n^  and  other  distinguishing  badges  of 
Popery ;  we  never  stay  for  his  leave ;  but  we  have,  upon  such 
evidence,  a  ver}'  clear  and  undoubted  right  to  call  such  a  man  a 
Papist,  till  he  has  purged  himself  of  those  positions.  By  the 
very  same  rule,  we  pretend  to  give  the  name  of  Arians  to  as 
many  as  we  find  the  Arian  tenets  upon  :  and  their  denial  of  it 
signifies  nothing,  being  ouly protesting  SLgsAnai /act ;  which,  in  all 
parallel  cases,  is  highly  ridiculous.  If  they  are  Arians,  and  do 
not  know  it,  they  are  indeed  the  more  pitiable :  but  as  their 
ignorance  is  no  rule  to  those  that  know  better;  so  we  hope 
there  is  nothing  injurious  or  wnchristian  in  calling  either  men  or 
things  by  their  right  names. 

Object,  "  They  are  charged  with  fraud  and  prevarication, 
"  because  they  subscribe :  which  is  the  severest  reflection  on 
**  their  characters  possible,*"  p.  46. 

Answer.  All  the  severity  lies  in  the  tnUh  and  evidence  of  the 
charge.  If  the  charge  cannot  be  fully  proved,  the  man  that 
makes  it  is  in  reality  the  sufferer,  by  exposing  himself.  But  I 
have  took  ca^re  to  proceed  upon  none  but  the  clearest  and  most 
evident  grounds  :  and  now  I  may  lay  claim  to  those  gentlemen's 
thanks,  for  kindly  shewing  them  both  their  sin  and  their  danger. 
Principles  are  valuable  and  precious,  and  must  not  be  parted 
with,  in  compliment  to  any  man's  character.  Besides,  it  is  to 
be  hoped  that  men  of  their  education  and  abilities  do  not  want 
to  be  told,  that  there  are  some  things  which  they  ought  to  be 
infinitely  more  tender  of  than  of  a  shortlived  character,  (built 
upon  self-flattery  and  delusive  shows,)  and  those  are,  the  honour 
of  Grod,  the  simplicity  of  the  Gospel,  and  the  salvation  of  men. 
One  way  still  there  is  left,  and  indeed  but  one,  whereby  to  re- 
trieve their  characters  ;  which  is  to  repent,  and  amend.  If  they 
will  accept  of  this  plain  and  frank  admonition,  it  may  not 
perhaps  be  altogether  unserviceable  to  them :  if  not,  let  it  stand 
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as  a  testimony  against  them,  for  the  ben^t  of  others,  lest  they 
also  fall  into  the  same  condemnation. 

Object.  "  Men  who  have  never  wrote  a  word  in  the  Trinitarian 
^  controversy,  who  have  had  no  oocamony  no  de$iffn  to  write  on 
^  that  subject,  yet  are  represented  to  the  world  under  the  same 
^^  invidious  name.  Is  this  the  conduct  of  a  Christian^  and  a 
"  Divine  ? — ^What  must  every  man  conclude  when  he  sees  the 
"  running  title — The  Case  ofArian  Subscripiicm^  &c.  and  Pleas 
^^  for  mch  Subscription  examined ;  and  yet  tJie  very  first  of  these 
^^  pleas  is  partly  taken  out  of  the  book  of  one  who  has  never 
^^  written  any  thing  about  Arian  subscription  !  Is  this  becoming 
"  a  Protestant  Divine  f^  p.  47. 

Answer,  The  reader,  I  hope,  will  excuse  it,  if  for  want  of 
arffuments  to  rejjy  to,  I  am  forced  sometimes  to  condescend  to 
take  notice  of  mere  declamation.  This  gentleman  has  before 
shewn  his  over  offidousness  in  defending  Dr.  Clarke  against  a 
supposed  injury  done  him ;  though  I  dare  be  confident,  the  Dr. 
himself  knows  that  I  have  not  injured  him  at  all.  Now  he  is 
ofiTering  a  helping  hand  to  a  person  of  an  higher  character  and 
station  in  the  Church ;  who,  I  doubt  not,  is  too  wise  a  man  to 
think  that  I  have  any  where  failed  in  point  of  strict  justice,  or 
even  of  decency  and  respect  towards  him.  My  business  was  to 
examine  every  the  most  plau^ble  plea  that  had  been  brought 
for  that  subscription  which  I  condemn,  under  the  name  of  Arian 
subscription.  I  never  represented  that  person  under  the  in- 
vidious name  of  an  Arian ;  nor  was  it  ever  in  my  thoughts  to 
do  it.  But  it  was  my  professed  design,  not  to  dissemble  any 
thing  that  might  look  favourable  to  the  cause  of  Arian  sub- 
smption ;  not  to  conceal  either  the  strongest  pleas  pr  the  greatest 
names  that  might  appear  to  countenance  it.  And  to  me  it  seems 
that  this  writer^  had  it  been  his  manner  ever  to  weigh  things 
with  caJidour  or  judgment,  might  have  thanked  me  for  so  fair 
and  so  wnexceptionahle  a  conduct ;  in  allowing  his  cause  all  the 
adwmtage  or  credit  that  could  possibly  be  given  it.  But  enough: 
this  gentleman  should  be  advised,  the  next  time  he  is  disposed 
to  stand  up  an  advocate  for  greater  men  than  himself,  either  to 
do  it  move  pertinently y  or  to  stay  for  their  commission :  otherwise 
he  may  happen,  by  his  officious  zeal  and  indiscreet  conduct,  to  do 
them  a  real  injury,  while  he  is  labouring  to  take  off  such  as  are 
purely  imaginary. 

Object,    ^'  The   principles   which   the  ingenious  Dr.  Bennet 
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"  oontends  for,  are  the  same  with  those  I  have  laid  down,'^ 
p.  49. 

Answer.  I  am  very  glad  to  hear  so  much  from  this  gentleman. 
To  complete  the  character  of  a  careless  writer,  he  shall  now  be 
condemned  out  of  his  own  mouth.  Dr.  Bennefs  principle, 
relating  to  sttbscnption^  is  to  allow  no  liberty  but  where  the 
words  themselves  do  allow  it,  where  they  are  fairly  capable  of 
such  a  sense  as  we  take  them  in,  "  without  doing  violence  to 
"  the  words,  or  contradicting  what  our  Church  has  elsewhere 
*'  taught."  I  desire  no  more  than  this,  in  our  present  question. 
If  this  be  our  writer'^s  principle,  he  has  eflTectually  condemned 
himself,  and  every  Arian  subscriber. 

Let  the  reader  only  turn  back,  and  review  the  passages  above 
cited  from  our  public  forms  ;  and  then  try  whether  it  be  possible 
to  reconcile  them  fairly^  and  toithofU  violence^  or  indeed  at  aU^  to 
the  new  scheme.  Now,  since  this  gentleman  has  here  bound 
himself  to  stand  or  fall  by  the  same  rule  of  subscription  which 
Dr.  Bennet  contends  for ;  I  leave  him  to  apply  it  at  leisure : 
and  as  he  has  thereby  entangled  himself  sufficiently,  and  beyond 
all  recovery ;  it  would  be  unmerciful,  and  even  cruel,  to  press 
him  closer. 

It  may  not  be  here  improper  to  cite  Dr.  Bennefs  application 
of  his  own  rule,  to  this  particular  case ;  addressing  himself  to 
Dr.  Clarke,  in  these  words. 

*'  As  I  am  firmly  persuaded,  you  are  a  person  of  so  great 
"  integrity,  that  you  will  not  venture  (notwithstanding  your 
"  attempt  for  explaining)  to  repeat  your  subscription ,  &c.  till 
**  you  have  altered  your  sentiments  touching  these  points,  (which 
"  I  pray  God  may  be  speedily  effected,)  so  I  hope,  none  of  those 
'^  persons  who  espouse  your  present  sentiments  will  be  influenced 
*'  by  what  you  have  written,  to  think  your  sense  of  those  passages 
^'  tolerable,  I  really  tremble  at  the  apprehension  of  that  guilt., 
*^  which  such  a  collusion  must  pollute  tiiem  with :  and  I  cannot 
"  but  earnestly  entreat  you  to  alo  what  lies  in  your  power^  in 
"  the  most  public  manner,  for  preventing  such  an  interpre- 
"  tation  of  our  Liturgy y  as  must  (I  fear)  necessarily  lay  tcaste 
**  the  consciences  of  the  compliers,  and  pave  the  way  for  a  man's 
'^  subscribing  and  using  such  forms  of  devotion  as  thwart  the 
"  seiise  of  his  own  mind.*"    Bennet  on  the  Trin.  p.  265. 

Thus  far  the  ingenious  Dr.  Bennet,  who,  I  suppose,  well  under* 
stands  both  his  own  principle  and  the  application  of  it.   Whether 
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his  rule  and  mine  differ,  is  a  question  which  concerns  not  our 
present  debate:  either  of  them  effectually  condemns  Arian 
subscription.  My  rule  appears  to  be  rather  the  stricter  of  the 
two :  it"  is  this,  that  wherever  we  are  certain  of  the  imposers 
meaning,  that  meaning  we  are  bound  up  to,  by  our  subscription. 
Perhaps,  Dr.  Bennet  may  think  that  we  are  never  certain  but 
where  the  words  themselves  necessarily  require  such  a  meaning. 
I  think,  there  are  some  possible  cases  where  we  may  be  certain^ 
though  the  words  themselves  might  otherwise  admit  of  two  senses ; 
and  that  the  imposers  in  such  cases  have  sufficiently  done  their 
parts,  though  there  may  be  some  ambiguity  remaining  in  the 
expressions,  so  long  as  there  is  but  any  certain  way  left  for 
a  reasonable  man  to  come  at  their  real  and  true  meaning.  But 
I  shall  not  dwell  longer  on  this  nicety,  since  our  present  debate 
about  Arian  subscription  is  in  a  great  measure  unconcerned  in 
it ;  and  we  need  not  go  further  than  the  words  themselves  to 
confute  and  condemn  it. 

I  shall  conclude  with  the  honest  sentiments  of  Mr.  Whiston, 
which  are  really  and  truly  the  same  with  my  own :  and  his  tes- 
timony, in  this  case,  is  the  more  considerable,  because  it  comes 
from  one,  who  lay  under  the  same  temptation  with  others,  to 
prevaricate  in  this  sacred  engagement.  His  words  in  the 
first  Appendix  to  his  fifth  volume  are  these : 

"  The  great  latitude  Dr.  Clarke  allows,  that  every  person  may. 
"  reasonably  agree  to  modern  forms,  under  a  Protestant  settle- 
**  ment,  which  owns  the  Scripture  as  the  rule  of  faith,  whenever 
"  he  can  in  any  sense  at  all  reconcile  them  with  Scripture,  if  it  be 
**  with  a  declaration  how  he  reconciles  them ;  even  though  it  be 
''  in  a  sense  which  is  owned  to' be  plainly  forced^  and  unnatural/ 
"  seems  to  me  not  JustifiaUe^  but  contradictory  to  the  direct  w^m- 
"  inff  and  design  of  those ,^>rm«  ;  and  of  the  most  pernicious  con- 
^^  sequence  in  aHl  parallel  cases.  Nor  do  I  see,  at  this  rate,  that 
"  the  same  liberty  can  be  wholly  denied  to  a  Protestant^  as  to  the 
<*  Popish  doctrine  and  practices ;  since  there  also,  it  is  supposed 
**  that  those  forms  are  intended  to  oblige  men  to  nothing  but 
*'  what  is  agreeable  to  Christianity, 

^  If  to  this  observation  the  Doctor  should  reply,  that  com- 
**  plying  with  the  Church  of  Home,  and  joining  with  a  Protest- 
"  ant  Church,  in  the  manner  and  with  the  declarations  he  does, 
"are  quite  different  things  on  these  two  accounts,  (j.) 
'<  Because  the  Church  of  Borne  will  not  permit  any  of  her 
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'^  members  to  make  such  declaration  concerning  her  doctrines,  but 
"  positively  insists  upon  every  one*'s  implicit  submission  to 
"  them,  in  the  sense  that  Church  and  her  Councils  receive  them, 
"  without  examining  them  by  the  rule  of  Scripture ;  and  (2.) 
"  Because  many  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  of  Borne,  such  as 
"  the  invocation  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  of  saints^  &c.  with 
^^  the  worship  of  images,  can  in  no  sense  be  reconciled,  but 
^^  are  directly  contrary  to  it,  as  setting  up  other  mediaiors  instead 
"  of  Christy  and  teaching  'men  to  apply  to  such  beings  as  have 
"  no  poMoer  or  dominion  over  them ;  whereas  the  invocation  of 
'*  the  Holy  Ghosts  and  so  of  the  whole  Trinity,  as  used  in  the 
*'  Church  of  England,  (some  of  the  most  suspicious  of  all  the 
"  things  allowed  by  him,)  may  be  understood,  and  declared,  to  be 
"  only  a  desiring  him  to  bestow  those  gifts  upon  us,  in  svhordi- 
"  nation  to  the  Father  and  the  Son,  which  we  are  sure  from 
"  Scripture  it  is  hx^  proper  office,  and  in  his  power,  to  distribute : 
**  if ,  I  say,  the  Doctor  shall  make  this  reply,  I  must  answer ; 

*'  I.  That  I  doubt,  our  Church  does  not  properly  allow  her 
^'  members  to  make  any  such  declarations,  as  is  here  intimated, 
'*  but  expects  their  submission  in  that  sense  she  and  her  synods 
"  have  imposed  her  doctrines  and  devotions :  and  though  it  be 
"  not  under  the  notion  of  implicit  faith,  and  without  examination, 
•*  yet  as  acquiescing  in  her  judgment,  interpreting  the  Scripture 
"  according  to  the  Articles  and  Creeds,  and  submitting  to  her 
"  authority  in  controversies  of  faith. 

"  7,,  That  there  are  even  in  the  Church  of  Rome  few  or  no 
"  such  doctrines  or  practices,  but  persons  weU  disposed  to  it  can, 
"  in  soms  sense  or  other,  reconcile  them  with  Scripture ;  or  at  least 
''  think  they  can,  which  is  here  almost  the  same  case,  without 
"  dreaming  of  setting  up  other  mediators  instead  of  Christ,  or 
"  doubting  of  some  degree  oi  power  and  authority  in  the  beings 
"  so  invocated.  So  that  if  we,  without  all  sacred  or  primitive 
^'  command  or  example,  may  follow  our  Church  in  the  invocation 
"  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  so  of  the  whole  Trinity,  from  some 
"  uncertain  reasonings  of  our  own,  I  do  not  see  how  we  can 
"  condemn  the  Papists  for  following  their  own  Church  in 
"  the  invocation  of  angels,  nay,  hardly  in  that  of  saints  also, 
"  and  of  the  Virgin  Mary  herself. 

'*  Nor  can  any  explications  o(  forms  directly  against  the  known 
**  sense  of  words,  and  of  the  imposers,  be  other  than  protes- 
"  tatio  contra  factum ;  and  so  wholly  unjtuti/iable. 
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*^  Nor  indeed,  if  this  were  somewhat  tolerable  in  some  par- 
**  ticular  cases  of  small  moment,  can  it  be  Jit  all  so  in  the  most 
"  sacred  Articles  and  Offices  of  religion. 

"  If  this  way  be  allowable,  then  is  the  offence  of  the  cross 
"  ceased/  then  the  martyrs  have  commonly  lost  their  lives 
"  without  suflScient  cause ;  and  those  Jews  who  would  did 
*'  rather  than  eat  swine's  fleshy  and  those  Christians  that  would 
"  suffer  the  like  punishment,  rather  than  cast  a  Uttle  incense  on 
"  the  heathen  altars^  were  very  unfortunate,  as  having  suffered 


"  What  will  become  of  all  oaths,  promises,  and  securities  among 
*^  men,  if  the  plain  real  truth  and  meaning  of  words  be  no 
"  longer  the  measure  of  what  we  are  to  profess,  assert,  or 
"  practise ;  but  every  one  may,  if  he  do  but  openly  c^^r^it,  put 
"  his  oum  strained  interpretation^  as  he  pleases,  upon  them ! 
*^  Especially  if  this  be  to  be  allowed  in  the  most  sacred  matters  of 
^'  all,  the  signing  Articles  of  faith,  the  making  solemn  confessions 
**  of  the  same,  and  the  offering  up  public  prayers,  praises,  and 
^'  dozohgies  to  the  grea;t  God,  in  the  solemn  assemblies  of  his 
'*  worship.  This,  I  own,  I  dare  not  do,  at  the  peril  of  my 
*^  sakation :  and  if  I  can  no  way  be  permitted  to  enjoy  the 
'^  benefit  of  Chrisfs  holy  ordinances  in  public,  without  what 
'*  I  own  would  be  in  myself  pross  insincerity  and  prevarication, 
"  I  shall,  I  believe,  think  it  my  duty  to  aim  to  enjoy  that  benefit 
"  some  other  way,  whatever  odium  or  sufferings  I  may  bring  upon 
"  myself  thereby." 

I  have  transcribed  this  whole  passage  from  Mr.  Whiston, 
being  full  and  clear  to  my  purpose,  unanswered,  and  unanswer- 
able :  and  it  may  appear  from  hence  that  the  hardest  names 
which  I  have  given  to  Arian  subscription  are  in  reality  no 
severer  than  had  been  before  given,  by  a  known  friend  to  the 
Arian  cause :  so  that  this  writer  may,  with  equal  justice,  charge 
Mr*  Whiston  also  with  slander,  calumny,  and  persecuting  prin- 
ciples, for  his  declaring  such  subscription  to  be  gross  insincerity 
and  prevarication.  The  pious  and  candid  Mr.  Nelson,  and  the 
very  judicious  and  learned  Bishop  of  Oxford  had  both  expressed 
their  abhorrence  of  it,  before  I  wrote ;  as  the  anonymous  author 
of  the  Case  of  Addressing,  &c.  has  also  done  since.  And 
indeed,  who  is  there  of  any  tolerable  measure  of  good  sense, 
or  breathing  any  thing  of  the  true  spirit  of  piety,  that  does 
not  utterly  detest  it  ? 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


CASE   OF  ARIAN    SUBSCRIPTION.  363 

I  have  now  done  with  this  wrUer^  and,  I  hope^  with  this  cause 
too  :  it  is  high  time  for  those  gentlemen,  at  length,  to  see  their 
error,  and  correct  it.  They  may  succeed  tolerably,  for  a  while, 
in  the  Trinitarian  controversy,  which  few,  in  comparison,  under- 
stand  thoroughly ;  and  they  may  go  on,  for  a  season,  in  per- 
verting Scripture  w[ii.  Fathers y  without  rebuke  from  the  generality y 
who  will  not  readily  observe  it,  or  be  at  the  pains  to  search  into 
it.  But  if  they  think  to  practise  in  like  manner  with  our 
Articles  and  Liturgy,  where  every  English  reader  can  judge  ;  or 
if  they  pretend  to  put  off  their  sophistry  in  a  plain  point  of 
morality^  where  every  man,  of  any  common  discernment^ 
can  both  detect  and  confute  them ;  they  will  disoblige  and 
disserve  their  own  characters  extremely ;  and  will,  at  length, 
make  but  a  very  mean,  not  to  say  contemptible  figure,  in  so  wise 
and  knowing  an  age.  We  did  not  indeed  expect  that  any  greater 
geniuses  should  rise  up  in  the  Arian  cause,  than  had  embarked  in 
the  same  cause  many  ages  upwards :  but  it  was  a  reasonable 
presumption,  that  none  would  undertake  the  reforming  of  our 
faithy  and  the  new  stamping  our  whole  system  of  theology,  but 
such  as  would  not  (especially  after  notice  given)  betray  a  weak- 
ness and  slowness  of  apprehension,  even  in  the  plain  and  Melf- 
evident  principles  of  common  honesty. 
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A 

SECOND  VINDICATION 

OF 

CHRIST'S  DIVINITY: 

OR,  A 

SECOND  DEFENCE  OF  SOME  QUERIES, 

RELATING   TO 

DR.  CLARKE'S  SCHEME  OF  THE  HOLY  TRINITY, 

IN    ANSWER    TO    THE 

COUNTRY  CLERGYMAN'S  REPLY. 

WHEREIN 

THE    LEARNED    DOCTOr's    SCHEME,    AS    IT    NOW    STANDS,   AFTER 

THE  LATEST  CORRECTION,  ALTERATION,  AND  EXPLANATION, 

IS    DISTINCTLY    AND    FULLY    CONSIDERED. 


Beware  lest  any  man  spoil  you  through  philosophy  and  vain  deceit,  after  the  tradition 
of  men,  after  the  rudiments  of  the  world,  and  not  after  Christ.  For  in  him 
dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily.     Colo8$,  ii.  8,  9. 

Quid  tibi  visum  est,  homo  Ariane,  tarn  multa  dioere,  et  pro  causa  qu»  inter  nos 
agitur  nihil  dicere :  quasi  hoc  sit  respondere  posse>  quod  est  taoere  non  posse  ? 
AugusHn,  conir,  Maxim,  p.  677.  ed.  Bened; 
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PREFACE. 


XT  is  now  about  three  years  and  a  half  since  I  offered  to  the  world  a 
Vindication  of  Christ's  Divinity,  or,  A  Defence  of  some  Queries,  in 
answer  to  a  Country  Clergyman.  Within  a  few  months  after  the 
publication,  some  notice  was  taken  of  it  in  an  anonymous  pamphlet, 
entitled.  Modest  Plea,  &c.  Continued ;  or,  A  Brief  Answer  (not  to  my 
Defence,  but)  to  my  Queries.  To  which  I  replied,  soon  after,  as 
much  as  I  thought  needful,  in  a  Vreface  to  my  Eight  Sermons.  I  was 
promised,  in  an  Advertisement  at  the  end  of  Modest  Plea,  &c.  a 
large  and  particular  answer  to  my  Defence :  and  this,  I  presume,  is 
what  has  now  lately  appeared,  entitled,  A  Reply  to  Dr.  W.'s  Defence, 
&c.  under  the  name  of  A  Clergyman  in  the  Country.  To  this  the 
foUowing  sheets  are  intended  for  a  full  and  distinct  answer :  how  far 
they  are  really  so,  or  how  far  they  come  short,  is  submitted  to  the 
judicious  reader. 

The  book,  which  I  here  profess  to  examine,  may  be  allowed  to 
contain,  in  a  manner,  the  whole  strength  of  the  Arian  cause,  real  or 
artificial ;  all  that  can  be  of  any  force  either  to  convince  or  to  deceive  a 
reader.  And  if  there  appears  to  be  a  great  deal  more  of  the  artificial 
than  there  is  of  the  real,  there  is  certainly  a  fault  in  the  men ;  but, 
at  the  same  time,  some  great  defect  in  the  cause  too,  which  wanted  to 
be  thus  supplied.  For  whether  we  consider  the  hands  supposed  to 
have  been  employed  in  drawing  up  the  Reply,  or  the  time  and  pains 
spent  in  revising  and  polishing,  we  may  be  confident,  that  had  it  been 
possible  to  find  out  any  real  and  firm  foundation  for  Arianism  to  rest 
upon,  it  would  never  have  been  left  to  stand  upon  artificial  props,  or 
to  subsist  by  subtilty  and  management. 

This  is  not  the  place  to  give  the  reader  a  full  list  of  all  the  artificial 
advantages  made  use  of  by  those  gentlemen  in  support  of  Arianism :  a 
few  hints  may  here  suffice.  Their  disclaiming  the  name  all  the  while 
they  are  inculcating  the  thing ;  to  keep  their  readers  in  ignorance,  and 
to  steal  upon  them  by  surprise :  their  wrapping  up  their  doctrine  in 
general  and  confuse  terms ;  to  prevent  its  being  narrowly  looked  into. 
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or  pursued  in  its  remote,  or  even  immediate  consequences.-  their 
elaborate  and  studied  prolixity  in  proving  such  points  as  nobody  calls 
in  question,  and  then  slipping  upon  the  reader,  in  their  stead,  some- 
thing very  different  from  them,  without  any  proof  at  all :  their  avoiding 
as  much  as  possible  the  defensive  part,  where  the  main  stress  lies,  and 
keeping  themselves  chiefly  to  the  offensive  /  perpetually  objecting  to  the 
Catholic  scheme,  instead  of  clearing  up  the  difficulties  which  clog  their 
own  :  their  bending  their  main  force  against  our  consequential  doctrine 
of  three  Persons  being  one  God,  instead  of  directly  attacking  our 
premises,  that  the  Divine  titles  and  attributes  belong  equally  to  every 
one;  as  to  which  the  Scripture  is  very  full  and  express:  these  and 
other  the  like  artifices  will  be  easily  seen  to  run  through  their  whole 
performance.  But  their  masterpiece  of  subtilty  lies  in  contriving  a  set 
of  ambiguous  and  equivocal  terms,  to  put  the  main  question  into ;  such 
as  may  be  capable  of  a  CathoUc  sense,  or  at  least  look  very  like  it,  in 
order  to  claim  some  countenance  from  Catholic  antiquity ;  but  such  as 
may  also  be  drawn  to  an  Arian  meaning,  that  so  they  may  secure  the 
point  which  they  intend.  Thus,  betwixt  the  two  senses  or  faces  of  the 
same  words,  chosen  for  the  purpose,  they  shall  never  want  pretence  or 
colour  from  antiquity,  even  while  endeavouring  to  prove  things  the 
most  opposite  and  repugnant  thereto  in  real  sense  and  significancy. 
Such  is  the  convenient  use  of  equivocal  words  or  phrases,  when  inge- 
niously made  choice  of,  and  managed  by  rules  of  art. 

In  the  following  papers,  I  have  particularly  endeavoured  to  clear  the 
sense  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Church ;  and  to  vindicate  the  same  from  mis- 
representation. All  that  remains  to  be  done  in  this  Preface  is  to 
obviate  two  objections,  of  very  different  kinds,  which  have  been  lately 
made  by  men  of  very  opposite  principles.  One^  pretends  that  we  are 
very  singular,  in  claiming  the  sufirage  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  in 
favour  of  the  Athanasian  doctrines  :  the  other ^  is  for  entirely  waving 
all  searches  into  antiquity,  in  relation  to  this  controversy,  as  being 
either  needless  or  fruitless, 

I.  As  to  the  first,  we  are  confidently  told,  "  that  few  of  the  truly 
'*  learned  and  impartial  Athanasians  themselves,  from  the  very  days  of 
"  their  founder,  till  our  late  writers  of  controversy,  Bp.  Bull,  Dr.  Grabe, 
"  Dr.  Waterland,  have  denied  the  truth  of  this  fact ;  that  the  Ante- 
"  Nicene  Fathers  were  generally  against  the  Athanasian,  and  for  the 
•'  Eusebian  doctrines  t*.'*  To  countenance  this  pretence,  a  long  and 
pompous  detail  of  Athanasian  Confessions  (as  they  are  called)  are 
packed  together,  and  laid  before  the  English  reader. 

&  Mr.  Whiston  in  h\»  reply  to  Lord  Whiskon. 
Nottingham.  c  Mr.  Whiston^s  Reply  to  the  Earl  of 

^  The  author  of  Two  Letters,  one  to  Nottingham,  p.  3. 
Lord   Nottingham,    the    other    to   Mr. 
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It  will  be  proper  here»  in  the  entrance^  to  examine  what  truth  or 
justice  there  is  in  this  strange  report;  that  so,  prejudices  being 
removed,  the  reader  may  come  with  the  greater  freedom  to  the  exami- 
nation of  what  is  offered,  in  the  following  papers,  on  the  head  of 
antiquity. 

We  must  trace  this  matter  down  from  the  first  beginnings  of  the 
Arian  heresy,  about  the  year  319.  It  may  be  known  from  Alexander, 
Bishop  of  Alexandria,  what  opinion  the  Catholics  in  general  then  had 
of  the  novelty  of  the  Arian  or  Eusebiand  doctrines. 

In  the  year  321,  he  with  his  Clergy,  in  their  circular  letter*,  re- 
present the  Arians  or  Eusebians  as  fallen  into  a  great  apostasy,  and  as 
forerunners  of  Antichrist.  They  exclaim  against  the  Arian  doctrines 
in  this  manner  sind  in  these  words ;  "  Who  ever  heard  such  things  as 
"  these  ?  or  who,  that  now  hears  them,  is  not  astonished  at  them,  does 
"  not  stop  his  ears  for  fear  of  polluting  his  ears  with  such  impurity  of 
"  doctrine  ?  Who  that  hears  St.  John  declaring  that  in  the  beginning 
"  was  the  Word,  does  not  condemn  those  that  say  that  he  once  was 
•*  not  F"  &c.  In  conclusion  of  the  Epistle,  they  compare  them  with 
Hymenseus  and  Fhiletus,  and  the  traitor  Judas  :  and  they  anathematize 
them  as  enemies  to  God,  and  subverters  of  souls.  Now  can  we  well 
suppose  that  Alexander,  a  very  pious  and  good  man,  with  great  numbers 
of  his  Bishops  and  Clergy,  would  have  gone  these  lengths  in  their 
censure,  had  they  had  the  least  suspicion  that  the  Arian  doctrines  were 
at  all  agreeable  to  the  faith  of  the  Ante-Nicene  churches  ? 

Two  years  after  this,  in  the  year  323,  the  same  Alexander,  in  his 
letter'  to  Alexander  of  Constantinople^  persists  in  the  same  warmth  of 
zeal  against  the  Arian  doctrines.  The  abettors  and  favourers  of  them 
he  ranks  with  the  Ebionites,  Artemonites,  and  Samosateniansff,  (con- 
demned heretics,)  brands  them  as  novellists  of  late  appearing h,  as  men 
that  thought  none  of  the  ancients  worthy  to  be  compared  with  them, 
pretending  to  be  the  only  wise  men  themselves,  and  to  be  inventors  of 
doctrines  which  never  before  entered  into  man*s  head'K  This  was  what 
Alexander  thought  of  the  Arians  at  that  time.  Little  did  he  suspect 
that  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  had  been  at  all  favourable  to  their 
notions. 

In  the  year  325,  as  is  well  known,  the  Arian  doctrines  were  pro- 
scribed and  anathematized  in  the  famous  Council  of  Nice,  consisting  of 
three  hundred  and  eighteen  Bishops,  very  unanimous  in  their  reso- 
lutions, excepting  a  few  reclaiinants.     In  their  Synodical  Epistle  ^^ 

d  Note,  They  were  oalled  Eusebiaiis  i  Eztat  Theoderit.   E.  Hist.    lib.   L 

from  Euiebius  df  Nioomedia,  one  of  the  cip.  4. 

chief  promoters  of  the  Arian  csase.  S  Theodoret.  E.  H.  p.  15.  ed.  Cant. 

•  Eztat  apud  Athanas.  p.  397^  ed.  *>  Ibid.  p.  16.                *  Ibid.  p.  17. 

Bened.  ap.  Socrat.  Eod.  Hister.  lib.  i.  k  Apud  Socrat.  E.  Hist.  lib.  i.  cap.  9. 

cap.  3.  Compa*^  Athanas.  toL  i.  p.  383. 
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they  declare  that  they  had  condemned  the  Arian  doctrines  of  the  Son's 
being  from  nothing,  and  that  he  once  was  not,  as  full  of  blasphemy  and 
madness,  and  such  as  they  had  not  patience  to  hear.  So  far  were  they 
from  any  apprehension  that  the  Arian  or  Eusebian  doctrines  had  been 
held  by  the  ancient  Church.  This  was  the  year  before  Athanasius  (our 
founder,  as  Mr.  Wk.  calls  him)  was  Bishop  of  the  Church,  and  about 
fifteen  years  before  he  drew  his  pen  in  defence  of  the  doctrines  esta- 
blished in  that  Council. 

Much  about  the  same  time,  the  good  Emperor  Constantine,  after  a 
fair  and  full  hearing  of  the  cause  in  the  Nicene  Council,  bears  his 
testimony  against  Arius,  as  being  the  first  broacher  of  that  doctrine,  by 
the  instigation  of  the  Devil  I.  And  he  makes  an  order  to  have  the 
Arians  branded  with  the  name  of  Porphyrians°^,  as  being  followers  of 
the  Pagan  Porphyrins,  either  in  their  avowed  opposition  to  Christ,  (as 
some  think,)  or  in  their  adopting  the  Platonic  gpradations  into  the 
Christian  Trinity,  as  others  conjecture. 

In  the  year  335,  Marcellus  and  Eusebius  engaged  on  opposite  sides : 
from  which  time  Mr.  Whiston  begins  the  date  of  the  Athanasian  Con- 
fessions. What  he  produces  from  Eusebius  himself  is  not  to  the 
purpose,  since  he  reckons  not  him  with  the  Athanasians,  about  whom 
our  present  question  is.  However,  it  is  of  no  great  moment,  if  Eu- 
sebius could  ever  so  justly  appeal  to  the  ancient  Doctors  against 
Marcellus's  particular  tenets ;  many  of  which  (as  Eusebius  was  pleased 
to  understand  them)  were  undoubtedly  novelties.  As  to  Marcellus,  he 
charges  the  Eusebian  or  Arian  heresy,  as  a  thing  then  newly  invented  ■>. 
He  gives  up  nothing  in  respect  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  in  general, 
but  in  respect  of  Origen  only :  whom  he  supposes  to  have  been,  in 
some  points,  not  very  consistent  <^.  Neither  does  he  confess  that 
Origen  was  entirely  in  the  sentiments  of  the  Eusebians ;  but  only  that 
he  agreed  with  them  in  making  the  Son  a  second  Hypostasis? :  which 
Marcellus  scrupled  to  allow,  not  considering  that  Origen's  sense  of  a 
second  Hypostasis  (intended  only  in  opposition  to  the  Noetian  heresy) 
was  a  quite  different  thing  from  what  the  Eusebians  or  Arians  were 
contending  for.  It  is  to  be  noted,  that  Marcellus  and  the  other  £u- 
stathians  were,  for  some  time,  too  nice  and  scrupulous  about  admitting 
three  Hypostases ;  differing  therein  from  the  wiser  and  more  judicious 
Athanasians. 

About  the  year  352,  Athanasius  wrote  his  Epistle  concerning  the 
decrees  of  the  Nicene  Council.  What  he  thought  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Ante-Nicene  Church  may  appear  suflficiently  from  one  passage, 
running  thus : 

1  Socrat.  £.  H.  lib.  i.  cap.  9.  p.  30.  «  Euieb.  oontr.  Marcell.  lib.  i.  cap.  4. 

m  Ibid.  p.  31.  p.  11, 

n  Euaeb.  contr.  Maroell.  1.  i.  c  4.  p.  ao.         p  Id.  ibid-. 
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'*  We  give  you  demonstration  that  our  doctrine  has  been  handed 
"  down  to  us  from  Fathers  to  Fathers.  But  you,  ye  revivers  of 
*'  Judaism,  and  disciples  of  Caiaphas,  what  writers  can  you  bring  to 
"  father  your  tenets  ?  Not  a  man  can  you  name  of  any  repute  for  sense 
"  or  judgment :  all  abhor  you,  excepting  only  the  Devil,  who  has  alone 
"  been  the  Father  of  such  an  apostasy**,"  &c. 

Many  other  passages  ^  of  the  like  import  may  be  produced  from 
Athanasius,  who  every  where  appeals  to  constant  tradition,  along  with 
Scripture,  for  the  truth  of  his  doctrine,  against  the  Arian  novelties. 
Neither  are  the  pretended  Confessions,  which  Mr.  Whiston  alleges  out 
of  him,  of  any  the  least  moment;  amounting  to  no  more  than  his 
proposing  of  some  Arian  objections  ;  which  he  abundantly  confutes  in 
the  very  places,  shewing  them  to  be  nothing  else  but  misrepresentation 
and  calumny. 

In  the  year  355,  Hilary,  one  of  the  greatest  Bishops  of  the  west, 
and  who  may  be  justly  called  the  Western  Athanasius,  wrote  his  first 
letter  to  Constantius  the  Emperor ;  in  which  we  have  the  following 
testimony  relating  to  our  present  purpose. 

"  After  four  hundred  years  almost,  since  the  only  begotten  Son  of 
"  God  vouchsafed  to  take  pity  on  lost  mankind,  as  if  there  had  been  no 
"  Apostles  before,  or  as  if  alter  their  martyrdoms  and  deaths  there  had 
**  been  no  Christians,  now  at  length  is  come  abroad  the  Arian  pestilence, 
"  novel  and  direful,  not  a  plague  of  infected  air,  but  of  execrable  blas- 
"  phemies.  Have  they  then,  who  believed  before,  entertained  fiedse 
"  hopes  of  immortality  ?  It  is  but  late,  we  know,  that  these  imagi- 
"  nations  have  been  invented  by  the  two  Eusebiuses  and  Narcissus,  and 
"  Theod(Mnis,  and  Stephanus,  and  Acacius,  and  Menophantus ;  and  the 
**  two  ignorant  and  immoral  youths,  Ursatius  and  Valens,  whose  letters 
"  are  published,  and  who  are  further  convicted  by  credible  witnesses, 
"  such  as  have  heard  them,  not  so  much  disputing,  as  barking  against 
"  us  9."  In  another  treatise,  published  three  years  after,  the  same 
Hilary,  having  shewn  how  he  had  received  his  faith  from  the  Prophets, 
Evangelists,  and  Apostles,  goes  on  thus :  "  By  these  have  I  been 
"  taught  to  believe  as  I  do  :  in  this  faith  am  I  imbued  beyond  recovery. 
*'  Pardon  me,  O  God  Almighty,  that  I  cannot  be  moved  from  this 
"  bdi^ ;  but  I  can  die  for  it.  This  age  is  tardy,  I  conceive,  in  bringing 
**  me  these  most  impious  teachers  :  these  masters  are  too  late  for  my 
"faitk,  a  faith  which  thou  hast  taught  me.  Such  was  my  faith  in 
**  thee,  before  ever  I  so  much  as  heard  of  these  names :  by  thee  was  I 
"  thus  regenerated,  and  from  that  time  forwards  thus  am  I  ever 
«  tiunet."   Such  is  the  constant  strain  of  this  blessed  saint ;  who  every 

4  AthaoM.  de  Decret.  Syn.  Nioen.     676,  723.  ed.  Bened. 
p.  333.  «  Hilar,  ad  Constant,  lib.  i.  p.  1220. 

r  Athanas.    p.   iii,   362,  413,   502,         t  Hilar,  de  Trin.  lib.  vi.  p.  892. 
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where  brands  the  Arian  doctrine  as  the  new,  novel,  upstart  heresy,  foUy, 
madness  ;  and  the  broachers  of  it  as  the  new  apostolate,  emissaries  of 
Antichrist,  blasphemers,  and  the  like.  Little  did  he  suspect,  though  a 
knowing  and  a  learned  man,  that  any  such  doctrine  had  been  received 
or  taught  by  the  Ante-Nicene  Churches. 

About  the  year  360,  Basil  entered  the  lists  in  this  controversy.  We 
shall  often  °  find  him  appealing  to  the  tradition  of  the  Fathers  for  the 
Athanasian  doctrine.  His  confession,  (in  Mr.  Whiston's  phrase,) 
relating  to  Gregory  of  Neocsesarea,  amounts  only  to  this,  that  Gregory 
had  made  use  of  some  expressions  which  evil-minded  men  had  per- 
verted to  a  false  and  bad  sense,  directly  contrary  to  Gregory's  true 
meaning.  Basil  himself  bears  full  and  clear  testimony  to  Gregory's 
orthodoxy;  as  Bishop  Bull  has  largely  demonstrated',  beyond  contra- 
diction. 

As  to  what  Basil  says  of  Dionysius  of  Alexandria^  that  he  was  the 
first  who  laid  fhe  seeds  of  the  impiety  of  the  Anomaans :  thus  much,  at 
least,  may  be  gathered  from  it,  that,  in  Basil's  judgment,  none  of  the 
writers  before  Dionysius  (who  wrote  against  SabeUius,  about  the  year 
259)  had  any  tincture  of  that  impiety;  but  that  the  Ante-Nicene 
Church  in  general  was  very  free  from  it.  And  as  to  Dionysius  himself, 
(however  hardly  Basil  might  once  think  of  him,)  he  has  been  abun- 
dantly vindicated  by  Athanasius  among  the  ancients,  and  by  several 
learned  modems. 

What  Basil  is  said  to  confess  of  Origen,  shews  that  in  his  opinion, 
custom  and  common  consent  was^  in  Origen's  time^  on  the  side  of  the 
doctrines  called  Athanasian ;  and  that  Origen  himself,  sometimes  at 
least,  conformed  to  it.  But  I  shall  vindicate  Origen  at  large  in  a 
proper  place. 

Nazianzen,  a  contemporary  of  Basil's,  in  more  places  than  one, 
bears  testimony  to  the  antiquity  and  uninterrupted  succession  of  the 
Nicene  faith,  from  the  times  of  the  Apostles.  As  to  a  pretended  Con- 
fession of  his  looking  the  other  way,  it  will  be  considered  at  large  in 
the  following  sheets. 

Epiphanius,  about  the  year  375,  says,  that  the  apostolical  fedth  (that 
is,  the  Athanasian  in  his  account)  continued  pure  and  uncorrupted  tiU 
the  time  of  Arius,  who  divided  the  Churchy :  and  who  by  the  insti- 
gation of  the  Devil,  and  with  an  impudent  forehead,  let  his  tongue 
loose  against  his  Liordz :  so  little  did  he  imagine  that  Arianism  was 
primitive  Christianity,  He  observes  further,  that  had  it  not  been  for 
the  subtle  practices  of  Endoxius,  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  in  per- 
verting and  corrupting  the  most  pious  Emperor  Valens,   the  very 

n  Basil,  oontr.  Eunom.  lib.  L  p.  5.  De        7  Epiphan.  oontr.  Hares.  Ldz.  p.  718. 
Spir.  S.  p.  167.  Ep.  79.  «  Ibid.  p.  736. 

3c  BuU.  D.  F.  sect  ii.  cap.  13. 
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women  and  children,  and  all  tliat  had  been  in  any  tolerable  measure 
instructed  in  Christian  principles,  would  have  reproved  and  routed  the 
Arians,  as  blasphemers  and  murderers  of  their  Lord^  &c.  Such  was 
the  assurance  the  Athanasians  then  had,  that  their  faith  was  the  settled 
and  standing  doctrine  of  the  primitive  churches  all  the  world  over,  till 
the  time  of  Arius. 

As  to  Epiphanius's  opinion  of  Lucian  and  Origen,  (two  single  men,) 
it  was  severe  enough,  and  indeed  not  just ;  as  Bishop  Bull  hath  abun- 
dantly proved.  Yet,  from  Epiphanius's  censure  of  Origen,  one  may 
perceive  plainly,  that  he  thought  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  in  general, 
both  before  and  after  Origen,  to  be  of  a  very  contrary  judgment  to 
that  which  he  condemns  in  Lucian  and  Origen,  that  is,  to  Arianism, 

At  this  time  lived  Gregory  Nyssen;  who  about  the  year  381  en- 
countered Eunomius,  the  shrewdest  and  sharpest  Arian  of  that  age. 
In  his  reply  to  him,  he  takes  notice  that  the  Church  had  been  in 
possession  of  this  doctrine,  that  God  the  Son  is  essentially  true  God,  of 
the  essence  of  the  true  God :  and  that  if  Eunomius  should  undertake  to 
confute  that  doctrine,  he  ought  to  fix  upon  some  firm  and  certain  prin- 
ciples whereon  to  proceed,  and  trace  them  down  by  just  and  regular 
deductions,  in  order  to  come  at  his  conclusion.  After  he  had  said 
this,  he  goes  on  in  these  words. 

"  Let  no  one  here  tell  me,  that  we  ought  also  to  give  rational  de- 
"  monstration  of  what  we  profess :  it  is  sufficient  demonstration  of  our 
"  doctrine^  that  we  have  a  tradition  coming  down  to  us  from  our 
"  fathers ;  a  kind  of  inheritance  successively  conveyed  to  us  by  the 
"  primitive  saints  from  the  Apostles  themselves.  They  that  have 
"  changed  those  doctrines  for  the  present  novelty,  will  have  very  g^eat 
"  need  of  the  succours  of  reason  and  argumentation,  if  they  mean  to 
"  convince,  not  the  grovelling  herd  or  giddy  populace,  but  the  grave 
'*  and  staunch  men,  men  of  sobriety  and  firmness.  While  they  offer 
"  us  discourses  without  any  argument  or  demonstration  to  support 
'*  them,  it  is  only  playing  the  fool,  and  is  even  brutishly  stupid :  as  if 
"  greater  regard  should  be  had  to  empty  talk,  void  of  all  proofs  than 
"  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Evangelists  and  of  the  Apostles,  and  their 
"  successors,  the  lights  of  the  Christian  churches**.** 

Here  we  see  with  what  confidence  Nyssen  appeals  to  constant 
tradition  for  the  truth  of  the  Athanasian  doctrine :  so  little  did  he 
imagine  that  the  Ante-Nicene  faith  was  any  way  different  from,  much 
less  repugnant  to,  his  own. 

I  may  next  mention  a  famous  case  which  happened  in  the  year  383. 
The  Arians,  Eunomians,  and  Macedonians,  were  then  formally  and 
solemnly  challenged  by  the  CathoUcs,  to  refer  the  matter  in  dispute  to 

«  Ibid.  p.  737.  b  Qreg.  Nyss.  contr.  Eanom.  lib.  iii  p.  125,  126. 
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the  concurring  judgment  of  the  writers  that  lived  before  the  controversy 
began :  but  they  declined  the  offer ;  refiismg  absolutely  to  put  their 
cause  upon  that  issue.  This  is  decisive  in  the  case,  that  the  Athanasians 
had  all  the  assurance  imaginable  as  to  the  faith  of  the  primitive  churches ; 
and  that  the  Arians  were  very  sensible  that  their  doctrine  could  never 
bear  so  fair  and  just  a  trial.  The  story  is  thus  told  in  Socrates,  lib.  v. 
cap.  ID. 

'*  The  Emperor  (Theodosius)  sending  for  Nectarius,  the  Bi^op 
*'  (of  Constantinople),  conferred  with  him  about  the  properest  method 
"  of  putting  an  end  to  the  dissensions,  and  restoring  the  unity  c^  the 
"  Church.  He  proposed  to  have  the  matter  in  dispute,  which  had 
*'  divided  the  churches,  to  be  fiilly  canvassed ;  that,  removing  the 
**  causes  of  their  differences,  the  churches  might  be  reduced  to  concord. 
"  Upon  the  hearing  of  this,  Nectarius  was  under  some  concern :  and 
•'  calling  for  Agelius  the  Novatian  Bishop,  of  the  same  faith  with  him- 
•'  self,  he  acquainted  him  with  the  Emperor's  design.  He,  (Agelius,) 
"  though  otherwise  a  very  worthy  man,  yet  having  no  talent  for  dis- 
"  putation,  recommended  Sisinnius,  his  Lector,  to  engage  in  a  con- 
"  ference.  Sisinnius  was  a  man  of  great  wisdom  and  experience,  well 
"  versed  in  Scripture,  and  also  in  philosophy  :  but  bemg  very  sensible 
"  that  disputations  generally  are  so  far  from  healing  differences,  that 
"  they  rather  foment  and  inflame  them ;  he  suggested  to  Nectarius 
"  this  method.  He  very  well  knew  that  the  ancients  had  ever  avoided 
"  the  ascribing  any  beginning  of  existence  to  the  Son  of  God,  believ- 
**  ing  hira  to  be  coetemal  with  the  Father  :  he  advises  therefore  to  set 
"  aside  all  logical  wranglings,  and  to  produce  the  testimonies  of  the 
"  ancients ;  leaving  it  to  the  Emperor  to  put  the  question  to  the  heads 
"  of  the  several  sects,  whether  they  would  make  any  account  of  the 
*'  Doctors  of  the  Church  who  lived  before  the  difference  began ;  or 
"  whether  they  would  reject  them  also,  as  strangers  to  the  fedth  of 
"  Christ.  For  if  they  should  reject  them,  let  them  also  pronounce  an 
"  anathema  upon  them  :  which  if  they  should  dare  to  do,  they  will  be 
*'  immediately  detested  by  the  generality,  and  truth  will  thus  be  mani- 
"  festly  victorious.  But  if  they  reject  not  the  ancient  Doctors,  then 
**  will  it  be  our  business  to  produce  the  writings  of  the  ancients,  by 
"  which  the  truth  of  our  doctrine  shall  be  attested." 

Thus  far  Socrates :  who  further  relates  that  Nectarius  and  the 
Emperor  well  approved  of  the  design,  and  immediately  put  it  in  exe- 
culion.  Whereupon  the  heads  of  the  several  sects  were  at  first  much 
confounded,  and  divided  among  themselves  ;  some  commending  what 
the  Emperor  had  proposed,  and  others  not :  but  in  conclusion,  they 
all  chose  rather  to  rest  the  cause  solely  on  logical  disputation,  than 
upon  the  testimonies  of  the  ancients.  Thus  the  design  came  to  nothing. 
This  we  may  learn  from  it,  that  at  that  time  of  day,  when  many  pri- 
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mitive  writings,  since  lost,  were  extant,  the  Athanasians  were  very 
willing  and  desirous  to  have  their  cause  tried  by  the  verdict  of  the 
ancient  writers ;  being  confident  of  victory  in  that  method :  and  that 
the  Arians,  as  being  sufficiently  sensible  of  the  same  thing,  prudently 
dedined  it. 

Mr.  Whiston  did  not  care  to  give  more  than  short,  general  hints  of 
this  fsunous  challenge,  and  the  issue  of  it :  but  he  endeavours  to  wind 
and  turn  himself  every  way  to  evade  its  force «.  He  pretends,  first, 
that  the  question  between  the  Athanasians  and  their  adversaries  was 
not  whether  the  ancients  admitted  the  coeiernity  of  the  Son,  but  whe- 
ther they  admitted  his  existence  to  have  been  without  any  limitation  of 
time :  as  if  the  Athanasians  intended  no  more  than  that  the  ancients 
never  assigned  any  particular  point  of  time  for  the  Son's  beginning. 
But  not  to  mention  how  silly  such  a.  challenge  had  been,  and  how 
unserviceable  such  a  discussion  to  the  Athanasian  cause,  which  required 
a  great  deal  more  than  that  comes  to;  I  say,  not  to  mention  this, 
Socrates'  and  Sozomen's  account  of  that  affidr  sufficiently  obviates  every 
such  weak  surmise  or  insinuation.  Both  say,  that  Sisinnius  well 
knew  that  the  ancients  never  durst  ascribe  any  beginning  at  all  to  the 
Son :  and  why  ?  because  they  thought  or  beUeved  him  to  be  coetemal 
with  the  Fatherd,  The  question  then  was  not,  whether  the  ancients 
had  assigned  any  particular  time  of  the  Son's  beginning  to  exist :  but 
whether  they  ascribed  any  beginning  at  all  to  him.  And  Sisinnius  was 
ready  to  maintain  that  they  ascribed  no  beginning  to  him,  but  believed 
him  to  be  coetemal, 

Mr.  Whiston  has  another  very  extraordinary  evasion,  that  the 
ancient  Doctors  appealed  to  were  not  those  of  the  three  first  centuries, 
but  only  such  as  Father  Eustathius,  Father  Marcellus,  Father  Alex- 
ander, &c.  about  or  a  little  before  the  Council  of  Nice.  A  very  likely 
matter  indeed,  that  the  Emperor  should  ask  the  Arians  whether  they 
would  be  tried  by  the  verdict  of  those  who  had  before  condemned  the 
Arians  by  name ;  or  that  the  Arians  should  be  at  all  afraid  of  pro- 
nouncing an  anathema  upon  such  as  Father  Eustathius  or  Father  Mar- 
cellus, who  had  been  deposed  and  condemned  by  the  Eusebians  or 
Arians  before ;  one  in  a  synod  at  Antioch,  A.  D.  329,  the  other  in  a 
synod  at  Constantinople,  A.  D.  335.  Socrates  observes,  that  the  heads 
of  tiu>se  parties  durst  not  anathematize  those  ancient  Doctors,  lest  the 
peq[>le  should  abhor  them  for  so  doing ;  or  as  Sozomen  expresses  it, 
lest  their  own  party  should  take  ofience,  and  desert  them«  :  is  it  at  all 

«  Whiston*!  Reply  to  Lord  Notting-         EdyhofBtty  its  ol  iraXeuoi  <rwtit9iov  ry 

bam,  Append,  p.  63,  irarpi  rhv  vl6y  flp6yr€s,  oIk  MKfiriiray 

*  Ed  hrurrdiuifof  &s  ol  woXoiol  4pxV  «*»•"'  **  '»'"'«»  *PX^*.  "^^  yivtffiy  abrhr 

iirdp^€tn  ry  vl^  rod  Scot;  ioweu  hiri^vyow'  fx^iv*     Saxam,  lib.  riL  c  12.  P*^^* 

war  pi,    Soerat,  lib.  v.  c  10.  p.  273.  SiiMeom.  p.  293. 
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likely  that  their  own  party  should  take  each  offence  in  this  case,  or 
should  pay  any  great  respect  and  deference  to  the  memory  of  Enstathios, 
Marcellus,  &c.  ?  Besides  this^  those  ancient  Doctors  are  styled  ol  vaXouti^ 
a  word  not  very  proper  for  such  as  lived  but  about  fifty  or  sixty  years 
before ;  and  some  of  them  alive  within  twenty,  nay  within  ten  years  of 
the  time ;  as  is  particularly  true  of  Marcellus,  who  died  A.  D.  374. 
Add  to  this,  that  Socrates  and  Sozomen  are  express  that  the  ancient 
Doctors  appealed  to  were  those  that  lived  before  the  rise  of  the  differ^ 
ences^,  (as  common  sense  also  must  tell  us  they  ought  to  be :)  and  who 
could  those  be  but  the  Ante-Nlcene  Fathers  ? 

Come  we  now  down  to  the  next  century,  beginning  with  400,  where 
we  find  Ruffinus  a  strenuous  advocate  for  the  faith  of  the  Ante-Nicene 
Church  as  conformable  to  his  own.*  The  pretended  Confessions,  which 
are  partially  represented  from  him,  amount  to  little  more  than  this,  that 
Origen's  and  the  two  Clemens'  works  were  originally  orthodox,  but 
had  been  afterwards  corrvpted,  and  interpolated  by  heretics  in  some 
parts  of  them.  This  shews  what  Ruffinus  really  thought  of  the  ortho- 
doxy of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  themselves,  that  they  were  of  the 
same  faith  with  the  Athanasians.  And  though  Jerome  endeavours  to 
expose  Ruffinus's  account  with  all  the  keenness  and  satire  of  an  adver- 
sary ;  yet  he  himself  was  forced  to  allow  it  in  the  main,  and  almost  to 
say  the  same  thing.  "  It  may  be,"  says  he,  "  that  they  erred  in  their 
**  simplicity,  or  wrote  with  a  different  meaning,  or  that  their  writings  have 
''  been  corrupted  by  little  and  little,  by  unskilful  transcribers ;  or 
*'  however,  that  before  the  rise  of  the  meridian  demon,  Arius,  they 
"  might  speak  some  things  innocently  and  incautiously." 

The  pretended  Confessions  out  of  Jerome  relate  chiefly  to  Origen, 
whose  case  will  be  considered  at  large  in  the  following  sheets: 
and  so  I  need  not  here  say  more  of  it.  The  like  may  be  said  of 
Theophilus.  ^ 

We  may  now  come  down  to  St.  Austin,  who  delivers  his  mind  in  the 
words  here  following,  in  his  Treatise  of  the  Trinity,  finished  in  the 
year  416. 

"  All  the  Catholic  interpreters  of  the  Old  or  New  Testament,  that  I 
"  could  read,  who  have  wrote  before  me  on  the  Trinity  which  is  God, 
"  intended  to  teach,  in  conformity  to  Scripture,  that  Father,  Son,  and 
"  Holy  Ghost  do,  by  the  inseparable  equality  of  one  and  the  same 
"  substance,  make  up  the  Unity  divine  s."  Surely  St.  Austin  must 
have  reckoned  the  Ante-Nicene  Doctors  among  his  Catholic  inter- 
preters, of  whom  he  gives  this  full  and  plain  testimony.  What  he  has 
said  of  Origen  will  be  considered  in  another  place. 

f  T&w  wfh  T^f  9uup4e€wfy  h  rp  ^/ocXiy-  ytrria  leol  MaaiedXaus  r^  Upw  Ktiymf 

0if  wpoiropfAoedufTw^  iJkuntdXmr.    Soorat,  ywofUiwfS,     SoMom.  p.  sos.                    • 

^  373.  s  Augufdu.  de  Trin.  lib.  i.  cap.  3.  p. 

IIo^  T^ff  Buup4^Ha  rris  iiticKri^las,  ica^-  753 . 
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I  pass  over  Anastasius,  and  Justinian's  pretended  Confessions,  as 
respecting  none  bnt  Origen. 

Photius  is  an  anthor  of  the  imth  centmy ;  who  is  known  to  have 
been  often  too  severe  in  his  remarks  upon  the  Ante-Nicene  writers : 
not  considering  the  difference  of  times*  or  how  unreasonable  it  is 
to  expect  that  those  who  lived  before  the  rise  and  condemnation  of 
heresies,  should  come  up  to  every  accurate  form  of  expression,  which 
long  experience  afterwards  found  necessary,  to  guard  the  faith  against 
the  subtle  practices  or  provoking  insults  of  its  adversaries.  Bishop 
Bull  has  abundantly  shewn,  how  easy  it  is  to  vindicate  the  Ante- 
Nicene  Fathers  against  every  thing  that  can  be  objected  out  of  Photius. 

Leaving  the  ancients,  we  may  now  descend  to  modems,  to  see  what 
judgment  they  have  made  in  the  present  question. 

Cardinal  Perron^  no  longer  ago  than  the  reign  of  King  James  I. 
(A.  D.  1620.)  began  the  pretence,  that  the  Arians  themselves  would 
readily  submit  to  be  tried  by  the  doctrine  of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers. 
The  occasion  of  it  was  this :  the  Protestants  having  well  studied  the 
Fathers,  were  now  willing  to  rest  their  cause,  not  upon  Scripture  only, 
but  Fathers  too ;  so  feur  at  least  as  the  three  first  centuries.  And  they 
thought  that  a  much  greater  deference  was  due  to  the  judgment  of 
those  early  ages  of  the  Church,  than  to  that  of  the  ages  succeeding : 
while  the  Romanists  were  used  to  value  the  latter  equally  with  the 
former,  or  even  to  give  them  the  preference.  The  Cardinal,  being 
pressed  in  dispute  on  this  head,  could  think  of  no  better  an  answer  than 
that  before  mentioned.  What  Mr.  Whiston  calls  his  confession  is,  in 
truth,  nothing  else  but  a  poor  pretence,  or  subterfuge,  made  use  of  in 
a  case  of  extremity,  only  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  corrupt  Church  of 
Rome. 

Fisher,  the  Jesuit,  in  the  year  1626  seconded  the  Cardinal  in  the 
same  plea  and  upon  the  same  views :  but  still  little  notice  was  taken  of 
it,  till  a  greater  than  both,  the  Jesuit  Petavius,  (who  in  the  year  1622 
had  intimated  something  of  it,  in  his  notes  upon  Epiphanius,)  did  by 
his  learned  writings  on  the  Trinity,  (A.  D.  1644,)  give  new  countenance 
and  credit  to  it.  And  if  we  consider  well  the  time  when  Petavius  first 
began  to  talk  in  that  manner,  (a  very  little  after  Cardinal  Perron  had 
opened  the  way  to  it,)  or  the  use  that  was  to  be  made  of  it  in  regard  to 
the  interests  of  the  Romish  cause;  he  may  be  suspected,  by  Pro- 
testants, to  have  had  some  bias  in  this  matter,  without  any  breach 
of  charity^.  Some  learned  Romanists,  such  as  Huetius,  and  Valetius, 
scrupled  not  to  join  in  some  measure  (after  so  great  an  authority)  in  the 
like  charge  against  the  Ante-Nicene  writers ;  referring  to  Petavius  for 
proof  of  it.     This  passed  for  a  while,  till  the  Unitarians  began  to  take 

^  See  Bull  Piocem.  sect  8. p.  6.  Nelson's  Lifeof  BiiD,  p.  487.  Onb.  PnB&t  id 
BuUi  Opera. 
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advantage  of  it,  and  to  triumph  upon  it.  In  the  year  f  6j8,  and  1662, 
Daniel  Zwicker  made  his  boasts  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  as  favour- 
ing Ariamsm :  and  though  Comenius  and  Hoombeckius  entered  the 
lists  against  him,  they  were  hardly  thought  a  sufficient  match  for  him. 
In  the  year  1676,  Sandius  seconded  Zwicker  in  the  Arian  cause :  in 
the  year  1678,  our  countr3rman  Dr.  Gardiner  professedly  undertook  to 
clear  and  defend  the  orthodoxy  of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers :  and 
several  controversial  letters  passed  between  him  and  Sandius.  The 
next  that  engaged  in  the  same  cause  was  the  learned  Le  Moyne,  in  the 
year  1684.  Soon  after,  in  the  year  1685,  foUowed  Bishop  BuU,  then 
a  private  olerg3rman ;  who  so  learnedly  and  so  eflectually  defended  the 
Ante-Nicene  faith,  that  the]  Arian  cause  has  been  sinking  under  the 
weight  of  his  elaborate  pieces  ever  since. 

When  Bishop  Bull's  books  came  to  be  known  abroad,  they  met  with 
the  universal  esteem  of  the  learned  in  Europe,  as  well  Papists  as  Pro- 
testants ;  who  from  that  time  at  least  have  appeared  generally  well 
satisfied  in  the  faith  of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers,  and  have  stood  up  in 
defence  of  it.  As  to  Protestants,  I  might  mention  our  own  coun- 
trymen. Bishop  Sdllingfleet,  Dr.  Cave,  and  many  others,  to  whom  I 
take  leave  to  add  the  very  pious  and  learned  Dr.  Grabe,  who  long 
resided  among  us.  As  to  the  foreign  Reformed,  Fabricius  and  M. 
Bayle,  two  very  learned  men,  have  declared  themselves  in  favour  of  the 
same  sentiments  :  as  also  have  several  other  learned  Protestants  abroad, 
whose  names  and  treatises  are  recited  by  Fabricius  i ;  as  to  Roman- 
ists, I  might  mention  M.  Bossuet,  late  Bishop  of  Meaux,  with  the 
Clergy  of  France^,  and  even  the  best  learned  men  amongst  them. 
Du  Pin  is  one  who  has  taken  all  occasions  of  answering  the  objections 
made  to  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  in  the  article  of  the  Trinity :  Noel 
Alexander  and  Lewis  Thomassin  have  done  the  same.  So  also  has  M. 
Massuet  as  far  as  concerned  Irenaeus ;  whereof  he  is  editor.  Mont- 
iaucon  has  done  the  Hke,  so  far  as  properly  came  in  his  way ;  though  he 
gives  up  Eusebius,  who  is  not  in  strictness  to  be  reckoned  with  the 
Ante-Nicenes.  But  the  learned  Le  Nourry  has  exceeded  them  all,  in 
his  Apparatus  ad  Bibliothecam  maximam ;  where  he  is  so  zealous  in 
defending  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  in  general,  that  he  will  scarce  allow 
Bishop  BuU  to  have  done  justice  to  some  of  them  ;  particularly  to 
Tertullian  and  Lactantius,  whom  therefore  he  undertakes  to  vindicate 
even  beyond  what  the  Bishop  had  pretended.  Thus  stands  the  matter 
of  fact  among  the  learned  modems ;  to  whom  I  might  add  several  now 
living  amongst  us,  whose  names  I  am  willing  to  spare.  What  then  can 
be  meant  by  the  strange  report  made  of  the  Athanasians,  from  the  days 
of  their  founder  ?  a  report  without  truth ;  and  I  had  almost  said,  without 

i  Fabric.  Biblioth.  Onec  vol.  viii.  p.        k  Nelaon't     Life   of   Bull,    p.    344. 
3"»&c.  385. 
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any  sobriety  or  modesty,  ikiongh  bath  been  said  to  take  off  the  pre- 
tended nn§ular%ty  of  our  appeal  to  the  Ante-Ntcene  writers  in  this  con- 
troversy. It  remains  only  to  throw  in  a  word  Kur  two,  in  answer 
to  another  objection  of  a  very  different  kind. 

II.  There  was  a  pamphlet  pnUished  the  last  year,  entitled.  Two 
Letters,  &c.  one  to  the  Earl  of  Nottingham,  the  other  to  Mr.  Whiston. 
The  author  writes  on  the  orthodox  side,  and  has  said  many  excellent 
things,  which  deserve  commendation.  But  as  he  has  took  tiie  freedom 
to  pass  his  censure  upon  others,  he  will  give  me  leave,  I  doubt  not,  to 
use  the  like  freedom  with  him.  What  I  most  find  fault  with  is  his 
narrowing  too  much  his  own  bottom,  and  his  unwary  sapping  the 
foundation  on  which  he  stands.  To  avoid  perplexities  and  uncertamties, 
(as  he  is  pleased  to  call  them,)  he  is  for  waving  all  searches  into 
antiquity,  and  is  for  confining  the  debate  to  Scripture  alone :  and 
because  many  texts  made  use  of  in  this  controversy  have  not  been  per- 
fectly settled  to  the  satisfaction  of  both  parties,  as  to  readings,  transla- 
tions, or  interpretations,  and  it  requires  some  learning  and  critical  skill 
to  fix  and  ascertain  them ;  these  texts  therefore  are  to  be  laid  aside  also, 
and  the  merits  of  the  cause  left  to  be  tried  by  those  only  that  remain ; 
"  such  as  have  never  yet  been  disputed  by  the  adversaries,  or  against 
"  which  they  have  nothing  to  say."  Pref.  p.  8.  He  does  not 
consider, 

1 .  The  difficulty  of  finding  out  any  texts,  of  real  weight  in  this  con- 
troversy, which  have  not  been  controverted,  either  as  to  their  reading,  or 
translation,  or  interpretation. 

2.  That  the  strongest  and  most  important  texts  are  those  which  have 
been  controverted;  and  for  that  very  reason,  because  they  are  the 
strongest,  &c.  For  it  was  worth  the  while  for  the  adversary  to  rack 
invention,  and  to  call  in  all  the  succours  of  learning  and  critical  skill  to 
assoil  them,  if  possible,  and  to  wrest  them  out  of  our  hands.  Thus  the 
first  chapter  of  St.  John  has  had  more  pains  and  art  spent  upon  it,  by 
our  adversaries,  than  any  other  part  of  Scripture. 

3.  That  if  once  the  issue  of  the  cause  be  put  upon  other  texts  which 
have  been  more  neglected,  it  will  be  as  easy,  nay  much  easier,  to  invent 
some  pretence  or  other  against  the  reading,  version,  or  construction,  to 
defeat  every  argument  built  upon  them. 

4.  That  therefore  the  method  which  this  author  proposes  is  in 
reality  (without  intending  it)  la3ring  the  weight  of  the  dispute  upon 
what  least  deserves  it,  and  can  least  of  all  bear  it.  It  is  deserting  our 
strong  holds,  and  engaging  the  adversary  upon  unequal  ground,  and  at 
the  greatest  disadvantage :  in  a  word,  it  is  to  expose  and  betray  the 
cause  which  we  are  endeavouring  to  support. 

What  I  have  here  observed  in  relation  to  our  use  of  Scripture  texts 
is  in  some  measure  applicable  to  the  testimony  of  the  ancients.     The 
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reason  why  this  also  has  heen  so  wannly  and  resolutely  contested  with 
ns»  is  because  it  is  of  real  weight,  and  of  very  considerabie  moment  for 
determining  the  main  question.  It  would  be  a  very  weak  thing  to  give 
up  so  momentous  a  point  as  that  is,  only  because  it  has  been  contested; 
that  is,  because  it  is  worth  the  contending  for.  If  the  illiterate  vulgar  be 
not  competent  judges  of  this  branch  of  the  dispute,  (as  indeed  they 
scarce  are  of  any  dispute  through  its  whole  compass,  though  iconfined 
to  Scripture  alone,)  yet  there  are  others,  whom  the  vulgar  will  take  for 
their  guides  in  this  matter,  (and  they  ought  to  do  so,)  who  can  under- 
stand and  judge  of  it. 

The  Author  had  but  little  reason  to  be  concerned  at  Mr.  Whiston's 
followers  boasting  of  his  performance  as  a  victory,  in  regard  to  the 
ancients :  it  was  natural  for  them  so  to  do,  either  through  ignorance  or 
through  prejudice,  where  they  had  no  manner  of  reason.  Knowing  and 
impartial  judges  will  easily  see  the  difference  between  obtaining  a 
victory  and  giving  the  last  word,  I  must  do  my  Lord  Nottingham  the 
justice  to  say,  that  he  effectually  performed  his  part,  with  great  integrity, 
learning,  and  acuteness ;  with  the  exactness  of  a  scholar,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  a  complete  Divine,  Had  Mr.  Whiston,  in  his  Reply,  confined 
himself  (as  he  ought  to  have  done,  and  as  my  Liord  very  justly  had 
required  of  him)  to  those  points  and  those  citations  only  which  were 
before  in  debate,  instead  of  pouring  in  new  impertinencies,  and  many 
foreign  matters,  to  conceal  and  cover  his  defeat;  the  very  meanest 
reader  must  have  seen  plainly  on  which  side  the  advantage  lies.  But 
to  return. 

The  low  notion  which  this  gentleman  e:v&CY  where,  through  both  his 
Letters,  appears  to  have  conceived  of  the  primitive  saints,  may,  I  hope, 
be  corrected  by  his  more  careful  perusing  them,  when  disposed  to  it. 
His  chief  argument  against  them  (viz.  that  the  adversaries  have  been 
able  to  raise  cavils  and  to  perplex  their  meaning)  wiU  carry  him  further 
than  he  is  well  aware ;  even  to  the  laying  aside,  not  some  texts  only, 
and  those  of  the  greatest  weight,  as  it  hath  already  done ;  but  those 
very  texts  on  which  he  would  at  leng^  have  the  whole  stress  of  the 
controversy  laid.  If  this  gentleman  be  of  opinion,  as  he  declares  in  his 
pre£Eu;e,  that  the  gates  of  hell  should  never  prevail  over  i^xsX  foundation, 
over  the  doctrine  of  Christ* s  Divinity;  and  if  he  thinks  it  of  such 
moment  that  later  ages  have  universally  adhered  to  it,  (a  point  which 
would  be  disputed  with  him  as  well  as  the  other,  were  it  of  half  the 
moment  or  concern  as  the  other,)  certainly  he  must  think  it  of  some 
importance  to  clear  and  vindicate  the  faith  of  the  most  pure  and 
primitive  churches  in  this  article;  lest  otherwise  what  he  calls  the 
foundation  (if  it  cannot  be  proved  to  have  been  constantly  upheld) 
appear  at  length  not  to  be  the  foundation,  but  rather  so  much  wood, 
hay,  or  stubble  built  upon  it.     To  conclude,   as  I  would  not  detract 
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from  the  merit  of  whatever  this  worthy  gentleman  has  well  urged  in 
proof  of  oar  Lord's  Divinity ;  so  neither  were  it  advisable  in  him  to 
detract  from  those  who,  in  defence  of  the  same  cause^  and  to  very 
excellent  pmpose,  have  labom^  in  searching  both  Scripture  and 
antiquity. 

To  the  law  and  to  the  testimony  let  the  appeal  be  in  the  first  place ; 
and  next  to  the  united  suffrage  of  the  pramtive  churches,  as  the  best  and 
safest  comment  upon  the  other.  On  these  two  pillars  will  our  fedth  for 
ever  stand,  firm  and  unmovable,  against  all  attempts ;  whether  of  vain 
philosophy,  to  batter  the  doctrine,  or  of  vainer  criticisms  to  corrupt  or 
stifle  the  evidence :  and  "  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it." 

I  should  here  advertise  the  reader,  that  in  the  foUowing  papers  I  have 
endeavoured  always  to  express  myself  frilly  and  particularly  in  the  most 
material  points  :  but  as  to  incidental  matters  of  slighter  moment,  I  have 
sometimes,  purely  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  passed  them  off  in  general 
hints  only ;  such  as  wiU  not  be  perfectly  understood  without  looking 
into  the  Reply  which  I  am  answering,  or  sometimes  into  my  former 
Defence. 

I  suppose  the  inquisitive,  and  such  as  have  leisure,  will  not  think  it 
much  trouble  to  compare  all  the  three  together  as  they  read ;  especially 
where  any  thing  occurs  which  may  appear  obscure  by  reason  of  its 
brevity.  As  to  others,  they  will  be  content  with  a  more  confrise  and 
general  perception  of  such  parts  as  are  of  least  concernment,  and 
require  a  little  more  pains  and  care  in  the  examining  than  they  have 
leisure  or  inclination  to  spend  upon  them. 
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YOU  begin  with  big  words :  you  have,  you  say,  "  oleariy 
"  shewn,  that  Dr.  W/s  notion  is  entirely  contrary  to  reason, 
^^  Scripture,  and  all  primitive  antiquity.'*^  Your  design,  no 
doubt,  is  to  magnify  your  work^  and  to  help  it  forwards  in  the 
opinion  of  the  read^.  But  wise  men  will  not  expect  much  from 
a  performance  that  needs  a  proclamation  in  the  entrance :  had 
your  arguments  been  just,  and  your  proofs  clear^  a  reader  might 
have  been  trusted  to  find  them  out. 

You  proceed  to  complain  of  my  "  manner  of  writing,^'  as  being 
^^  greatly  fitted  to  deceive.'"  You  apprehend,  it  seems,  that  it 
may  still  have  some  influence,  notwithstanding  that  you  have  so 
dearly  and  so  entirely  confuted  it :  which,  if  it  does  not  betray 
a  great  degree  of  mistrust,  is  a  very  ill  compliment  to  the 
understanding  of  your  readers. 

After  this  general  charge^  you  go  on  to  particular  complaints, 
drawn  up  in  form. 

The  first  is,  my  entitling  my  book  "  A  Vindication  of  Christ's 
"  Divinity  :*"  being  so  rude  as  to  insinuate,  that  the  men  I  have 
to  deal  with,  are  vm^pugners  of  Christ's  divinity.  I  confess  the 
charge ;  and  am  so  far  from  thinking  it  a  fault,  that  I  have  a 
second  time  very  deliberately  done  the  same  thing  in  this  very 
treatise.  Till  you  give  us  a  better  account  of  our  Lord's  €Uvinity 
than  you  have  hitherto  done,  I  must  persist  in  it :  because  it  is 
very  proper  that  the  world  be  made  justly  sensible  of  your  pre- 
varication, and  indeed  shameful  banter,  in  a  momentous  article 
of  the  Christian  faith.     I  use  the  word  divinity  in  the  plain  and 
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usual  sense  of  it,  as  the  Christian  Church  hath  long  done.  I 
know  of  no  dimnity^  but  such  as  I  have  here  defended.  The 
other,  falsely  so  called,  is  really  none.  While  you  maintain  the 
principles  you  do,  I  must  look  upon  you  as  itnpugners  of  Christ'^s 
dvoinitp ;  well  knowing,  that  the  Christian  Church  in  all  ages 
would  have  thought  the  same  of  you,  and  that  your  doctrine  was 
condemned  as  tUuphemff  long  before  Anus  appeared ;  and  that, 
upon  his  first  appearance,  he  and  his  adherents  were  charged,  as 
y<m  now  ajre,  and  very  justly,  with  denying  the  divinity  of  their 
God  and  Saviour*. 

You  have  invented  a  very  soft  name  for  it :  it  is  not  denying 
the  divinity  of  Christ ;  but  it  is  differing  about  the  ^'  particular 
**'  manner  of  explication  of  that  doctrine,^  p.  4.  Which  pretence, 
like  many  others,  has  a  great  deal  more  of  art  than  of  solidity  in 
it.  Explaining  a  doctrine  is  one  thing,  explaining  it  avxiy  is 
quite  another.  There  is  some  differ^ice,  for  instance,  between 
explaining  the  doctrine  of  the  re$wrrection  of  the  hody^  and 
explaining  the  texts  relating  to  it  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  make 
void  the  very  doctrine  itself.  When  Basilides,  Valentinns,  Cerdo, 
and  Mareion,  so  interpreted  Scripture,  as  wholly  to  destroy  the 
supreme  divinity  of  the  Creator  y  or  Ood  of  Israel ;  was  this, 
think  you,  no  more  than  differing  concerning  the  ^'  particular 
^^  manner  of  explication  of  his  divinity  T  They  acknowledged, 
indeed,  his  divinity  stiU;  that  is,  in  words,  and  in  Scripture 
words  too ;  but  in  a  sense  peculiar  to  themselves.  The  plain 
truth  is,  you  and  we  differ  about  the  sense  of  Scripture^  in  the 
question  of  Christ's  dioiniiy.  We  find  Christ's  divinity  in  our 
Bibles :  you  find  not  the  doctrine  there.  Accordingly,  we  assert 
Christ's  divinity y  and  you  deny  it ;  that  is,  you  deny  the  thing y 
and  retain  noUiing  but  the  name.  The  difference  then  is,  not 
concerning  the  manner  of  explaining  our  doctrine^  (which  with 
you  is  no  doctrine,)  but  conc^ning  the  manner  of  explaining 
the  teoffts  which  relate  to  it.  You  speak  of  Christ's  clivinity 
however ;  you  have  some  awe  and  reverence  for  the  language  of 
the  Church,  though  you  have  left  her  faith.  Some  concern  you 
have  also  for  your  own  characters,  and  for  the  interest  of  the 
cause  you  are  engaged  in ;  which  can  never  prevail,  no  not  with 
the  populace,  but  under  the  benefit  of  a  maak.    K  it  be  asked 

*  T^  Bt^rrira  rov  ^ttr^pof  mmp  ap*  votk  vlov-~-^FavTax63ttf  SBtoi  yty^mtruf, 

povfuvoi,  Alexand,  Epist,  opua  Theod.  &artiiriT€  Bthvavrhv  hriyiv^trKtw,  iifj^, 

E.  H.  lib.  i.  cap.  4.  p.  10.  kc.  Athan.  ad  Ade^h,  p.  913. 

'Apvcvftitvoi  r^p  dconyra  tdv  iMfvy€» 
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why  we  have  no  such  doctrine  as  that  of  the  divinity  of  anpele 
and  of  magistrates^  (called  Grods  in  Scripture,)  or  why  the  divi- 
nity of  Christ  should  be  asserted,  while  the  other  is  absolutely 
denied,  I  am  persuaded  you  will  be  much  at  a  loss  for  any  satis- 
factory answer,  upon  your  principles.  It  will  be  a  vain  thing  for 
you  to  plead,  that  you  assert  as  much  of  Ghrist^s  divinity  as 
Scripture  hath  asserted.  For,  were  the  fact  really  so,  (as  it 
certainly  is  not,)  then  indeed  Scripture  might  justify  you  in  your 
denial  of  Ghrist^s  divinity ;  but  it  can  never  justify  you  in  calling 
that  iHvinity  which,  according  to  the  language  of  the  Ghurch, 
and  just  propriety  of  speech,  you  yourselves,  as  well  as  we, 
know  to  be  none. 

You  tell  me,  that  the  ^^  whole  and  only  design  of  the  authors 
"  I  oppose,  has  been,  soberly,  and  in  the  fear  of  GJod,  to.  collect 
'^  and  consider  what  it  is  that  our  Saviour  himself  and  his 
'^  Apostles  have  in  Scripture  taught  us,  concerning  that  doctrine, 
"  separate  from  the  metaphysical  hypotheses  ot  fallible  and  can- 
"  tentious  men.*"  Now,  to  pass  by  the  extraordinary  civility  of 
these  reflections  upon  others,  and  the  modesty  of  assuming  so 
much  to  yourselves ;  as  if  you  had  no  hypotheses^  no  metaphysical 
fancies,  were  never  contentiom^  scarce  fallible^  like  other  men : 
waving  this,  yet  gif  e  me  leave  to  say,  that  be  your  designs  ever 
so  ffoody  your  intentions  ever  so  sober^  and  your  searches  directed 
in  the  fear  of  God;  if  the  result  of  all  be,  that  you  cannot  find 
Ohrist^s  divinity  (properly  so  called)  in  Scripture,  you  ought  not 
to  pretend,  either  that  you  are  advocates  for  Ghrist^s  divinity^ 
or  that  any  man  is  to  blame  for  charging  you  as  imptigners 
of  it. 

You  say  further,  that  by  the  divinity  of  Christ,  I  mean  my 
own  particular  metaphysical  explication  of  it«  A  suggestion  as 
false  as  it  is  mean.  For  neither  is  my  sense  any  partictdar  sense^ 
but  the  common  sense  of  all  men,  learned  or  unlearned,  that  know 
the  difierence  between  God  and  creature :  neither  is  there  any 
thing  of  metaphysics  in  it,  more  than  there  is  in  the  declaration 
of  the  Godot  Israel,  as  often  as  he  proclaimed  himself  to  be  Cfod, 
(in  opposition  to  such  as  were  no  Oods^)  on  the  score  of  his 
almighty  power^  wisdom,  greatness^  and  other  divine  perfections. 
However,  supposing  my  account  of  the  Son^s  divinity  to  be 
metaphysical^  is  not  your  account  of  the  Father^s  divinity  as 
metaphysical  as  the  other !  And  if  you,  through  your  false  metar 
physics,  exclude  the  Son  from  the  one  Cfodheadj  I  shall  not  be 
ashamed  of  making  use  of  true  metaphysics  to  correct  your 
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errors,  and  to  establish  the  Son's  divinity^  upon  the  same  foot 
whereon  Scripture  has  fixed  it.  You  might  be  ashamed  to 
mention  metaphysics^  when  every  body  knows  that  you  have  little 
else  to  rely  upon,  for  the  support  of  your  novel  doctrine^.  ^Vho 
sees  not  what  a  stress  has  been  laid  upon  a  false  notion  of  the 
self-exUtence  of  the  Father,  to  degrade  and  separate  his  beloved 
Son  from  the  one  true  Godhead  ?  What  batteries  have  you  not 
raised  against  a  proper  sonshipy  from  metaphysical  reasonings, 
should  I  say,  or  reveries  ?  That  generation  implies  dimsmiy  and 
necessary  generation  outward  coactian ;  that  generation  must  be 
an  acf,  and  every  act  must  mean  choice  ;  that  necessary  agents 
are  wo  agents^  and  necessary  causes  no  causes  /  that  nothing  indi- 
vidual can  be  communicated ;  that  three  persons  must  be  three 
intelligent  agents,  and  tliree  intelligent  agents,  reciprocally,  three 
persons ;  that  three  agents  cannot  be  one  being,  one  substance,  one 
Lordy  or  one  God ;  that  there  can  be  no  medium  between  being 
and  not  being ;  that  inseparable  union,  without  identical  l\fe^  will 
not  suffice  to  make  two  Persons  iyne  God ;  and  that  if  there  be 
identical  life,  then  they  are  no  longer  two  Persons ;  nor  can  there 
be  any  equaUty  or  subordination ;  that  the  same  living  God 
necessarily  signifies  the  same  individual  intelligent  agent,  or 
Person ;  that  God  the  Son  must  be  either  the  same  identical 
whole  substance^  or  an  homogeueous  undivided  part  of  the  infinite 
substance,  upon  my  principles ;  and  that  he  can  be  neither ;  and 
therefore  not  one  and  the  same  God  with  the  Father.  Here  are 
metaphysics  in  great  plenty,  sufficient,  one  may  think,  to  furnish 
out  an  ordinary  schoolman.  Nevertheless,  we  should  not.  on  this 
account,  be  so  unreasonable,  as  to  censure  either  Dr.  Clarke  or 
his  friends,  for  procuring  all  the  real  assistance  they  can  from 
metaphysics;  true  metaphysics  being  nothing  else  but  true 
divinity :  let  but  your  reasonings  be  clear,  solid,  and  pertinent, 
and  we  shall  never  find  fault  with  them  for  being  metaphysical. 
The  truth  is,  you  have  pretended  to  metaphysics ;  but  have 
betrayed  very  great  mistakes  in  that  part,  as  you  have  also  done 
in  your  other  pretences,  relating  to  Scripture  and  antiquity.  To 
return  to  the  business  of  the  title. 

You  observe,  very  shrewdly,  that  you  could  with  "much 
*'  greater  justice''  (and  yet  you  did  not  think  it  reasonable  so  to 
do)  ^  have  entitled  your  Reply,  A  Vindication  of  the  Divinity  of 
"  God  the  Father  Almighty.''     Truly,  if  you  had  dene  it,  you 


^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  448,  449,  461. 
VOL.  u.  c  c 
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would  not  have  found  me  complaining  of  the  injusiiM  of  it :  for, 
what  hurt  could  you  have  done  to  me  or  my  cause,  by  making 
yourself  ridiculous?  I  hope,  therefore,  you  do  not  expect  any 
thanks  from  me  upon  this  head.  You  go  on,  however,  seriously 
to  shew,  how  you  could  have  defended  so  conceited  a  title.  You 
could  have  pleaded,  that  the  "  denying  the  Father  to  be  cdone 
"  supreme  in  authority  and  dominion  over  all,^  (in  which  consists 
the  true  notion  of  his  dimnity^)  "w  denying  his  divinity.*^ 
That  is  to  say,  you  could  have  begged  the  main  question,  and 
have  thereupon  founded  a  charge  against  me,  with  the  same, 
nay,  greater  Justice,  than  I  charge  you  with  a  plain  matter  of  fiujt, 
no  part  of  the  main  question  between  us.  The  question  is, 
Whether  the  one  true  Chdhead  be  common  to  Father  and  Son,  or 
proper  to  the  Father  only  I  You  have  determined  for  the  latter ; 
therefore  you  have  struck  the  Son  out  of  the  one  true  Oodheady 
previously  to  our  dispute ;  therefore  you  have  denied  his  proper 
divinity  :  and  the  question  now  is,  not  whether  you  have  denied 
it,  (which  is  out  of  question,)  but,  whether  you  have  ,^^  denied 
it !  If  you  see  no  difference  between  the  two  cases,  I  can  only 
pity  your  confusion.  Whether  dimnityy  strictly  so  called,  can  be 
comm<m  to  more  Persons  than  one,  remains  to  be  considered. 
In  the  mean  while,  it  is  evident  that  you,  by  making  it />n>p«'  to 
the  Father  only,  have  denied  the  divimty  of  all  besides. 

2.  A  second  complaint  is  of  a  motto  in  my  title  page :  *'  I  am 
^  Jesus  whom  thou  persecutest :  it  is  hard  for  thee  to  kick 
'^  against  the  pricks."^  Now,  I  thought  a  writer  might  be  at 
liberty  to  follow  his  judgment  or  fancy  in  such  a  trifle  as  a  motto, 
without  being  so  solenmly  called  to  account  for  it.  But,  it  seems^ 
this  must  be  now  brought  to  the  bar,  and  deliberately  scanned. 
"  As  if,^  say  you,  "  the  not  receiving  Dr.  W.'s  notions  in  meta- 
"  physics  was  persecuting  Christ."  As  if,  say  I,  the  abusing  of 
metaphysics,  to  the  destruction  of  a  plain  Scripture  doctrine,  and 
the  undermining  the  Christian  faith,  were  not,  by  a  very  easy 
figure,  justly  called  the  "  persecuting  of  Christ,"  "  crucifying  the 
*'  Son  of  God  afresh,^  and  "  putting  him  to  an  open  shame.*" 

Since  I  am  called  upon  in  this  case,  I  will  tell  you,  so  far  as  I 
remember,  what  I  principally  intended  by  the  motto. 

I.  One  thing  was,  to  intimate  the  great  awe  and  dread  which 
every  man  ought  to  have  upon  his  mind,  when  he  takes  pen 
in  hand  to  write  in  opposition  to  his  Saviour's  Godhead^  and  with 
a  formed  design  to  deprive  him  of  that  loorship,  and  those  divine 
honours^  which  have  been  constantly  paid  him  by  innumerable 
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martyrs  and  confessors,  by  the  whole  Ghurch  of  Christ  for  four^ 
teen  centuries  at  leasts  I  doubt  not  to  say  seventeen.  Whatever 
may  be  pleaded  for  disputing  points  of  an  inferior  nature,  and 
less  set  by ;  this  particularly  is  a  cause  not  to  be  entered  into 
without  '^  fear  and  trembling,"  by  any  pious  man  ;  lest  haply  he 
be  found  to  "  fight  against  God.''  You  may  think,  perhaps,  you 
have  no  need  of  such  caution :  but  for  that  very  reason,  I  should 
be  apt  to  conclude  you  have. 

2.  Another  thing  intended  by  the  nwtto  was,  to  insinuate,  how 
impracticable  and  vain  (in  all  probability)  any  attempt  must  be 
to  defeat  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity ;  which  has  now 
stood  the  test  for  a  long  tract  of  centuries,  though  all  imaginable 
endeavours  and  artifices  have  been  from  the  beginning  employed 
to  overthrow  it.  A  late  writer^^  very  well  observes,  that  "  this 
^'  foundation  has  been  so  upheld,  that  where  the  first  institution 
"  were,  as  it  were,  sunk  out  of  memory,  by  the  weight  of  impure 
'^  mixtures,  as  in  the  Greek  Ghurch ;  and  where  every  other 
^^  article  of  faith  had  received  wounds  by  the  innovations  of 
^'  error,  as  in  the  Roman  Ghurch ;  yet  all  of  them  have 
*'  adhered  to  and  preserved  this  main  axid  fmulamental  point  to 
^^  this  day.*"  The  same  is  Ukewise  true  of  all  the  Ghurches 
of  the  Be/ormation :  and  Qod  has  visibly  blasted  and  defeated 
all  attempts  against  the  eternal  Godhead  of  our  blessed  Sa- 
viour. ^^  It  is  hard  for  thee  to  kick  against  the  pricks." 
So  said  a  pious  Father  of  the  Church,  applying  it  to  this 
very  cased,  (one  would  think  with  a  prophetic  spirit,)  thirteen 
hundred  years  ago.  Such  were  then  the  sentiments  of  the 
wisest  and  best  men  of  those  times.  They  were  fallible^  they 
were  men :  but  if  posterity,  falKble  as  they,  grow  bold  and 
daring,  where  the  other  would  have  trembled,  let  them  look  to 
it.  They  had  the  same  Scriptures  we  have,  and  better  helps  for 
the  understanding  them :  they  had  their  faculties  of  discerning 
no  less  than  we ;  and  they  spared  no  pains,  or  care,  in  their 
searches.  This  is  a  consideration  of  some  moment,  especially  in 
a,/imdamen(al  article.  We  should  not,  at  least,  go  rashly  into 
contrary  sentiments,  nor  without  plain  Scripture  to  warrant  it. 
We  may  be  apt  to  flatter  ourselves  too  much,  and  think  we  see 

c  Two  Letters  to  the  Earl  of  Not-  \&yop*  cavr^v  aXlcKtis,  koX  ov  t6  irw- 

tinffham  and  Mr. Whiston.  Pref.  p.  19.  §10,  {raurhv  ovroXXorfHotff  &n^  rr^s  rav 

*  T*  yhp    Kiev6do(€,    irdK€fjLtls    rhv  Qtov  xdpirog,  xal  oif  t6v  vl6v  an6  ira- 

aKaran'OMfjajTov ;  rt  fjidxs  ^  oKoraiia-  Tp6f,  owii  t6  nv€vua  t6  Syiov  air6  ira- 

X^ffi ;  ci^ripSv  ovi  irp6s  K€vrpa  XoktI'  rphs  Koi  vlov.     Epiphan,  Ancar,  cap. 

Ctuf'  crwvrbp  cKopdakiCsis,  im  ov  t^  xiv.  p.  20. 
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further  than  those  before  us ;  when  in  reality,  perhaps,  it  is  not 
that  we  have  more  seme  than  they,  but  that  we  want  their  ^t^y. 
You  tell  me  how  carefully  the  men  of  your  way  have  '*  studied 
"  the  Scripture,*"  and  how  sincerely  they  have  "  made  use  of  all 
"  the  helps  God  has  given  them,  to  understand  it  rightly.'"  Be 
it  so :  and  I  do  not  know  any  one  that  can  lay  it  to  the  charge 
of  St.  Paul,  that  he  had  not,  in  such  a  sense,  sincerely  studied  the 
Scripture,  or  had  not  sincerely  made  use  of  the  helps  God  had 
given  him,  though  still  ^persecutor  of  Christ.  However  sincere  you 
may  have  been,  yet  believe  also  that  others,  as  sincere  as  you, 
have  carefully  studied  the  same  Scriptures ;  and  that  the  most 
eminent  lights  of  the  Christian  Church  in  all  ages,  have  as  sincerely 
thought  it  their  indispensable  duty  to  pronounce  an  anathema  upon 
the  doctrine  you  give  us,  as  you  do  that  you  ought  to  receive  and 
follow  it.  We  have  nothing  to  do  to  inquire  after  your  sincerity^ 
of  which  God  is  judge.  Neither  civil  judicatures,  nor  eccle- 
siastical courts,  ever  proceed  upon  that  bottom.  Our  business 
is  not  to  consider  the  sincerity  of  the  men,  but  the  nature, 
quality,  and  tendency  of  the  doctrine.  There  have  been  sincere 
Photinians,  sincere  Samosatenians,  sincere  Sabellians,  sincere 
Papists,  sincere  Jews  and  Mahometans.  And  indeed,  what  sects 
are  there  that  have  not  sincere  men  amongst  them  ?  The  more 
sincere  you  are,  the  better  it  will  fare  with  you  at  the  great  day 
of  account.  In  the  mean  while,  give  us  leave  to  be  sincere  too, 
in  condemning  heartily  what  we  heartily  disapprove.  And  let 
the  sincerity  of  each  be  tried  by  the  nature  and  quality  of 
the  cause  you  and  we  are  engaged  in,  and  by  the  strength  of  the 
evidence  on  either  side ;  on  which,  as  I  conceive,  chiefly  hangs 
the  proof  of  our  sincerity.  You  proceed  to  invective.  "  It 
"  concerns  those  who  thus  affect  to  sit  in  the  seat  of  God,  and  to 
"  equal  their  own  disputable  notions  with  the  express  word  of 
"  God,  to  consider  a  little  more  seriously  what  spirit  they  are 
^'  of.**'  But,  laying  aside  childish  wrath,  let  us  argue  this  matter 
coolly  and  sedately  with  you.  Is  it  "  affecting  to  sit  in  the  seat 
"  of  God,""  that  we  are  doing  our  bounden  duty  in  condemning 
/(jUse  doctrine,  or  what  we  take  to  be  such  ;  and  in  ''  contending 
**  earnestly  for  the  faith  which  was  once  delivered  to  the  saints  T 
And  how  is  it "  equalling  our  own  disputable  notions  with  the  ex- 
"  press  word  of  God,"*"  when  we  stand  up  for  the  "  express  word  of 
"  God,^  against  those  whoappoarto us tocontradict  and  pervert  it, 
in  favour  of  their  metaphysical  conceitsand  ill-grounded  hypotheses  f 
What  right  have  a  few  private  men  to  claim  express  Scripture^  and 
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to  equal  tbeir  own  disputable  notions  with  the  "  express  word  of 
God,*"  in  opposition  to  the  Christian  toarldj  as  capable  of  judging 
what  Scripture  is,  as  they  that  so  vainly  boast  of  it !  Charge  us 
no  more,  so  fondly,  with  "  affecting  to  sit  in  the  seat  of  God," 
lest  it  be  told  you,  in  return,  that  there  appears  to  be  infinitely 
more  pride,  vanity,  and  arrogance,  in  a  few  privcUe  men  sitting 
in  judgment  upon  whole  Churches,  and  throwing  their  hcuty^ 
ill-grounded  censures  upon  Fathers,  and  Councils^  and  all  the 
greatest  and  wisest  men  that  have  lived  in  past  centuries,  than 
any  can  be  ima^ned  in  those  whom  you  so  injuriously  reflect 
on ;  for  no  cause,  but  for  honestly  declaring  their  abhorrence  of 
your  Thovel  and  dangerous  opinions.  Surely  we  may  presume, 
without  "affecting  to  sit  in  the  seat  of  God,*"  to  think  some 
very  fallible  men  liable  to  errors :  and  when  in  fact  it  appears 
that  they  are  so,  we  may  presume,  according  to  our  bounden 
duty,  to  take  all  proper  care  to  prevent  such  errors  spreading. 
But  enough  has  been  said  in  vindication  of  a  motto, 

3.  A  third  complaint  is  of  my  wnrighteous  use  of  the  term 
Arians,  and  Arianism,  But  that  this  censure  of  yours  is  very 
unrighteous  may  appear  sufficiently  from  what  I  have  elsewhere 
demonstrated «,  and  may  again,  as  occasion  offers.  In  truth,  it 
is  complimenting  you,  to  call  you  Arians ;  for  you  really  come 
short  of  the  old  Arians,  in  more  points  than  one,  (as  I  shall 
observe  hereafter,)  and  have  not  so  honourable  thoughts  of  God 
the  Son,  as  the  generality  of  the  ancient  Arians  had.  As  to  what 
you  pretend  about  the  "  particular  tenets  of  Arius,"  I  shewed 
you  long  ago*^,  that  yours  differ  not  in  any  thing  material  from 
them.  You  are  pleased  to  say,  that  by  my  *'  way  of  consequential 
"  deductions  the  Fathers  of  the  Council  of  Nice,  and  all  their 
"  Catholic  predecessors,  may  with  equal  justice  be  charged  with 
*'  Arianism.*"*  You  mean,  I  suppose,  provided  in  drawing  conse- 
quences, no  regard  be  had  to  what  is  plain  or  obscure,  right  or 
wrong,  true  or  false.  Such  a  consequential  ways  as  this,  never 
was  my  way ;  and,  I  hope,  never  will  be :  whether  it  be  yours, 
we  shall  see.  You  are  to  prove,  that  the  Council  of  Nice  is 
chargeable  with  Arianism,  upon  my  principles.  I  perceive,  you 
are  sanguine  enough  io  undertake  it ;  we  are  now  to  examine 
how  you  perform. 

«  Supplement  to  the  Case  of  Arian  where  I  justify  my  charging  our  ad- 
Subscription,  vol.  ii.  versaries  with  consequences,  and  also 
'  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  400.  intimate  in  what  cases  such  a  conduct 
9  See   my    Supplement,    vol.    ii.  is  sJloix^le  or  otherwise. 
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I  must  abridge  your  long  tedious  train  of  argument,  to  bring 
the  parts  nearer  together,  and  to  save  myself  the  trouble  of 
transcribing.  But  I  will  take  care  that  your  argument  shall 
not  lose  a  tittle  of  its  force  or  strength ;  having  indeed  none  to 
spare. 

"  The  Council  of  Nice,  by  asserting  that  the  Son  was  not 
"  {TTotrfB^h  i(  ovK  Svt^v)  made  or  formed  owt  of  wathmg^  but 
'^  {y^vvffi^Xs  iK  Trjs  oi(rlas  tov  Trarpis)  generated  from  the  substance 

^^  of  the  Father confessedly,  did  not  mean  either,  that  the 

*^  Son  was  (which  is  the  first  of  Dr.  W.'s  two  senses  of  the  term 
^'  indiwdual)  the  same  idewticai  whole  eub$taHee  with  the  Father 
"  — or  (which  is  the  Doctor^s  other  sense  of  the  term  individual) 
^^  that  he  was  a  homogeneom  imdivided  pari  of  that  infinite  and 

"inseparable  substance  which  is  the   Father's But  their 

"  meaning  evidently  was,  that  as  one  fire  is  lighted  from  another 
"  without  any  division^  absciasumy  diminution^  ^c.  so  the  Son  was 
"  generated  from  the  Father  without  Miy  divimn,  abscisgion,  Spe, 
''  of  the  Father's  substaoice^  or  of  his  alone  supreme  authority  and 
"  dominion  over  all.  And  this  notion  of  theirs,  because  it  supposes 

"  the  Son  to  be ^not  the  subgtanee  of  the  Father,  but  /rom  the 

"  substance  of  the  Father :  and  because  it  supposes  the  generation 

"  of  the  Son  to  be  an  a<^  of  the  Father and  because  it 

"  reserves  inviolably  to  the  Father,  his  avO^irrioy  his  alone  supreme 
"  authority  ami  dominion  over  all,  which  makes  him  to  be  in  the 
"  absolute  sense,  the  one  God:  therefore,  I  say.  this  notion  Dr.  W, 
'^  is  pleased  to  rank,  among  other  things,  under  the  head  of 
"  Arianism.'^ 

This  is  the  consequential  thing,  which  you  have  been  pleased 
to  bring  forth.  The  sum  is  thus  :  If  Dr.  W.  supposes  the  Son 
to  be  apart  of  the  Father's  substance,  (which  he  does  not,)  and 
if  the  Nicene  Council  denies  the  Father  and  Son  to  be  one  tm- 
divided  siiista/»ce,  (which  it  doth  not,)  and  if  the  Council  supposes 
the  eternal  generation  to  be  an  <xct^  in  the  sense  of  free  choice^ 
(which  is  a  false  supposition,)  and  if  the  Council  supposes  the 
Father  oUone  to  have  supreme  dominion  over  all,  (which  is  an- 
other ^^^  suppoMtion,)  if  these  several  false  and  groundless 
suppositions  be  evidenUy  true ;  then  Dr.  W.  by  charging  some 
persons  with  Arianism^  who  deserve  it,  has  consequentially 
charged  others  also,  who  have  not  deserved  it.  That  I  may  be 
certain  of  doing  you  justice,  as  to  this  marvellous  thread  of 
reasoning,  I  will  come  to  particulars. 

In  the  first  pktoe,  where  do  you  find  me  saying  that  the  Son 
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is  dther  the  *^  same  identical'''  (that  in,  same,  same)  "  whole 
"  substance  with  the  Father,''  or  an  "  undivided  part  of  that 
"  substance  which  is  the  Father's  T  I  leave  whole  and  parts^  to 
those  gentl^nen  of  starong  imagination^^  who  consider  every  thing 
in  a  eorporeal  way,  under  the  notion  of  exiensian.  All  that  I  say 
is,  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  undivided  mbstance ;  which  is 
also  the  sense  of  the  Nicene  Fathers.    For, 

1.  Where  do  you  find  that  the  Nicene  Council  ever  supposes 
the  Father  and  Son  not  to  be  on«  and  the  same  undivided  sub- 
stance f  They  say,  Ik  r^y  oixrlasy  from  the  substance  of  the  Father  : 
this  is  all  you  have  to  ground  your  cavil  upon.  But  the  Council 
supposes  tJbe  Son  to  be  both  from  the  substance  of  the  Father, 
and  of  the  substance  of  the  Father,  and  but  one  suhsta/nce  in  both, 
because  of  the  inseparable  union  and  connection  of  both.  The 
dootrine  is  plainly  this,  GodofGod^  and  both  one  God;  light  of 
light y  and  both  one  light ;  substance  of  substance^  and  both  one 
suistaneeK  This  is  the  Catholic  doctrine,  which  it  is  much  easier 
to  cajrp  and  cavil  at,  than  to  confute.  I  should  take  notice  of 
your  words,  not  isovtiOih  ii  oifK  6vTi^Vy  not  made  or  formed  out  of 
nothing.  Why  do  you  here  insert  itoir^O^h^  and  pretend  to  give 
the  sense  of  the  Council  in  a  way  wherein  they  never  expressed 
it  J  Is  it  not  to  insinuate,  that  the  Council  imagined  the  Son  to 
be  madey  or  formed^  only  not  oiU  of  nothing  ?  One  may  believe 
that  tliis  was  in  your  head,  by  your  slily  remarking,  presently 
after,  that  Tertullian,  Origen'',  and  Lactantius  affirmed  the 
same  thing  <^  angels  and  souls^  as  the  Nicene  Fathers  did  of  the 
Son.  Your  report  of  every  one  of  them  is  utterly  j^o/^,  (as  shall 
be  shewn  in  a  proper  {dace ;)  but  were  it  true,  what  is  it  to  the 
Nicene  Fathers,  who  were  wiser  men  than  to  countenance  any 
such  detestable  doctrine  \  What  they  meant  by  ^k  Trjs  ovalas  rod 
itaTpbsy  is  very  plain  from  the  Creed  itself,  and  has  been  fully 

b  Kvpi»gO€6£&<nr€polKt<mfi€po9,  entia  de  sapientia,  sicut  essentia  de 

ovTcos  ovdk  SKov,  €ir€\  76  Skov  €K  fi€p&¥  cssentia.    August*  de  Trin.  lib.   vii. 

COT*.  Koi  ovK  (p€l  \&vos  iropo^i^curBai  cap.  I,  2.  p.  8^5. 

t6v  hr\  vcun  Oe6v  co^cu  ex  fupS>¥,  &v  Consilium  ae  consilio,  et  voluntas 

€K(urrov  ol  dwarai  S7r€p  rek  SKKa  ptprj.  de  voltmtate,  sicut  substantia  de  sub- 

Oriff.  contr.  Cels.  p.  18.  stantia,  sapientia  de  sapientia.    Ibid, 

i  Qjuemadmodum  lumen  de  lumine,  lib.  xv.  cap.  20.  p.  994. 

et  utrumque  unum  lumen,  sic  intelli-  See  other  examples  of  the  same  way 

gatur  sapientia  de  sapientia,  et  utrum-  of  speaking,  collected  by  Petavius  de 

<jue  una  sapientia :  et^  et  una  essen-  Trin.  lib.  vi.  cap.  10.  p.  351. 

tia,  quia  hoc  est  ibi  esse  quod  sapere  ^  gge  Origen  fully  vindicated   in 

-Pater  etFUiussimul  una  sapientia  this  respect  by  Huetius  Ongenian. 

quia  una  essentia,  et  singiUatim  sapi-  p.  30,  93. 
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explained  and  vindicated^  from  misconstructions.  The  sum  of 
what  they  intended  was,  that  the  Son  was  not  from  nothingy 
nor  from  any  extraneous  substance,  but  from  the  substance  of 
the  Father;  as  Ught  streaming  out  from  light,  but  without 
divisiony  or  aiscission^  or  diminution ;  being  eternally  in  the 
Father,  as  well  OAfrom  him,  and  inseparably  included  with  him. 
Indeed,  the  Arians  invidiously  charged  them  with  making  the 
Son  apart  of  the  Father'' 8  suhstance"^^  as  you  also  are  pleased  to 
charge  me.  Which  is  to  me  an  argument  that  my  notion  is  still 
the  same  with  that  of  the  Nicene  Fathers,  and  yours  not  different 
from  that  of  the  Arians. 

3.  Where  do  you  find  that  the  Council  ever  supposes  the 
generation  of  the  Son  to  be  an  a^ty  in  your  sense  of  act?  The 
Council  has  not  a  word  about  a^,  that  I  know  of:  nor,  if  it  had, 
would  it  be  at  all  to  your  purpose.  The  question  about  a^et  will 
depend  upon  another  question,  viz.  Whether  the  Council  in- 
tended an  eternal  or  temporal  generation!  Upon  either  sup- 
position, I  can  allow  the  generation  to  be  an  (k^  ,*  but  not  in 
your  novel  sense  of  act^  in  both  cases.  Suppose  it  eternal^  then 
the  generation  was  an  act ;  but  in  the  andefKt  sense  of  oM  and 
necessary  agency  :  as  the  mm  was  supposed  to  act  in  generating 
rays;  fountains  to  oc^  in  generating  streams;  the  mind  to  OfA 
in  generating  thoughts;  trees  to  act  in  generating  branches; 
bodies  to  act  in  generating  effluvia,  vapours,  or  perfumes ;  the 
earth  to  (^  in  generating  fruits;  and  the  like.  No  matter 
whether,  in  strictness,  these  kinds  of  generations  should  be 
called  acts :  they  are  such  as  the  amcierUs  called  so ;  and  when 
we  are  interpreting  the  an^Aents^  we  must  attend  to  the  an4:ient 

1  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  328,  329.  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  114.  Athanas.p.  224, 
895.  Eusebios  of  Nicomedia  may  be  an  evidence  of  the  meaning  of  cV  r^r 
ov<rias,  (while  he  is  endeavouring  to  expose  it,)  by  what  he  uses  as  parallel, 
and  what  as  opposite  to  it. 


ParaUel. 
*E{  odtTOVf  ki^  cUrrov,  &s  &y  fi4pos  ainovj 
^  ^1  &Tro^^olas  rris  oitalas* 


Opposite. 
Trjf  ^6(rf09S  rris  iytvtr/irov  fiii  fier4x»9'» 
"Ercpou  rf  ^^ci  kcH  rp  Zvydfitt. 
Kri(rr6y, 

*Tir*  ahrov  ytyouSs, 
BovX^inari  ycv6fi€Pos, 
Euseh,  Nicomed.  apud  Theod,  lib.  i.  cap.  6.  p.  24. 
Some  of  those  expressions  which  Eusebius  uses  as  parallel,  are  put  wrt- 
cUously  and  injuriously.     But  still,  we  may  see  what  m  the  main  was  the 
Catholic  sense  of  the  phrase,  through  the  false  colours  wherfiby  he  hoped  to 
expose  it. 

°»  See  Arius's  Letter.  Apud  Theod.  E.  H.  lib.  i.  cap.  5.  'And  Eusebius  of 
Nicomedia.  Theod.  lib.  i.  cap.  6. 
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sense  of  words.  Necessary  ads  were  then  called  acts ;  and 
therefore  no  wonder  if  eternal  generation  was  looked  upon  as  an 
eternal  act,  But^  suppose  the  Council  intended  only  temporal 
generation,  (as  some  have  thought,  and  it  seems  not  improbable^) 
then  I  readily  allow  it  to  be  an  a>ct^  even  in  your  sense  of  choice  ; 
as  much  as  was  the  Son's  generation  of  the  blessed  Virgin.  But 
then  I  insist  upon  it,  that  the  Nicene  Fathers  maintained  the 
Son^s  eternal  and  necessary  existence,  antecedent  to  the  genera- 
tion ;  which  is  a  doctrine  opposite  to  yours,  as  light  to  darkness. 

4.  In  the  last  place,  where  do  you  find  one  word  of  the 
Father^B  alone  supremacy  of  dominion  in  the  Nicene  decrees ! 
This  is  purely  a  fiction  of  your  own,  without  the  least  shadow  of 
a  reason  for  it.  Do  you  find  the  Nicene  Fathers  telling  you  of  a 
sovereign  producing  to  himself  a  subject^  or  of  a  lord  and  master 
producing  a  servant  f  Is  it  subject  of  sovereign^  very  subject  of 
very  sovereign ;  instead  of  God  of  Ood,  very  God  of  very  Godf 
You  will  see  that  one  is  of  the  other ^  not  that  one  is  above 
the  other.  If  the  Father  be  there  called  Almighty^  (iravroKpiTfapj) 
yet  they  understood  the  Son  to  be  Almighty  of  Almighty ^  {iravro- 
Kpdrcip  iK  TtavTOKpdTopoi^y)  as  well  as  God  of  God:  all  perfections 
common  to  both,  only  not  coordinately ;  the  Father  having 
his  perfections /row  none^  the  Son  having  the  same  perfections 
from  him;  equal  in  every  thing,  but  still  deriving  that  very 
equality.  If  this  be  the  avO^vrta  you  speak  of,  the  thing  is  true, 
but  not  pertinent ;  if  you  mean  more,  it  may  be  pertinent,  but  it 
is  not  true ;  nor  have  you  a  syllable  of  proof  for  it,  either 
in  Scripture  or  antiquity. 

We  have  now  seen  how  well  you  have  acquitted  yourself  in 
the  consequential  way,  under  this  article ;  not  quite  so  well, 
I  think,  as  before  in  your  charge  upon  me  as  denying  the 
Father's  divinity.  I  must  do  you  the  justice  to  say,  that  you 
can  sometimes  manage  an  argument  to  greater  advantage  :  or  if 
you  could  not,  I  should  have  made  it  my  resolution  not  to 
exchange  a  word  more  with  you.  How  you  came  to  perform 
so  much  below  yourself,  here  in  your  Preface,  I  know  not ; 
except  it  be,  thai  your  passions  were  more  deeply  engaged  in 
this  part,  than  in  the  rest.     To  proceed. 

4.  A  fourth  head  of  complaint  is,  that  I  have  "talked  about 
"  calling  in  question  a  fundamental  article  of  reHgion.*"  I 
have  so ;  and,  I  pray,  where  is  the  offence  of  so  doing  ?  Your 

"*  IlavTOKp6Topa  €#c  ircarroKparopos.  ret,  ^px'*  *"**  Kparti  #cai  6  vl6s.  Athan, 
7rayr»v  yhp,  hy  Hpxa  6  irar^p  ical  xpa-     Expos.  Fid.  p.  99. 
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firRt  reason  against  it  lies  in  these  words ;  '^  as  if  the  first  article 
^^  of  the  Greed  was  not  as  fundamental  as  the  second.^  But 
who  are  they  that  set  the  ^rst  and  second  articles  at  variance 
with  each  other,  when  for  fourteen  centuries,  and  more,  they 
have  agreed  most  amicably  together  i  Do  not  be  surprised,  when 
I  tell  you,  that  you  are  the  men  that  impugn  ihejSrst  artide,  by 
impugning  ihe  second.  I  have  learned  from  the /irst  article,  that 
God  is  a  Father:  which,  in  the  sense  of  the  Christian  Church, 
and  according  to  the  intention  of  the  compilers  of  the  Creeds^, 
supposes  him  to  have  a  Son?  ;  a  coetemal,  coequal,  and  coessen- 
tial  Son,  of  the  same  nature  with  him.  And  I  readily  submit  the 
case  to  the  pious  and  considerate  reader  to  judge  of,  whether 
I,  who,  among  the  other  perfections  and  glories  of  the  Father, 
reckon  this  for  one,  that  he  has  always  had  with  him  so  great  and 
so  divine  a  Son<),  equid  to  himself;  or  you,  who,  out  of  the 
abundance  of  your  metaphysics,  contrive  to  rob  him  of  that 
superlative  glory,  shew  the  greater  zeal  and  concern  for  the 
honour  of  God  the  Father.  The  Pagans,  I  know,  thought 
it  very  much  for  the  honour  of  their  supreme  €fod,  to  have  oAer 
Gods  under  him.  This  they  looked  upon  as  an  article  of 
grandeur,  and  the  very  top  of  magnificence''.  But  Christians 
never  talked  at  this  rate  :  they  thought  it  most  for  the  honour 
of  the  supreme  Father  to  have  a  Son,  equal  to  him  in  nature^  and 
one  God  with  him.     You  go  on  to  another  exception :  "  Ajsi  if  an 

"  article's  being  fundamental,  was  a  reason  why ev^i  the 

^^  most  learned  and  able  men  should  by  no  means  be  suffered  to 
"  consider  or  inquire  what  this  fundamental  article  is."'  You 
have  very  little  reason  to  use  this  kind  of  talk  with  me ;  because, 
when  I  first  entered  into  conference  with  you,  my  whole  design 
and  desire  was,  to  have  the  thing  amicably  debated  betwixt  us, 

o  See  my  Sermons,  p.  192.  Bull.  rifiSrai  6  rov  roawrov  murifp  iiya#ov. 

Jadk.  Eod.  p.  36,  &c  Stillingrfleet,  Cyril.  Hieros.  p.  87.  Bened. 
Trin.  cap.  ix.  p.  229.  2€/3ofi€v  yc  liv  irarcpa,  BavfiaCovrts 

P  Uar^pa  top  Ocov  ovofuurc^JLCv,  ufa  avrov  rhv  vUtv,  \iyo¥,  Koi  ao^MJOf,  jcol 

&fia  T^  pofhf  waT€pa,  vfufitroapuev  leaL  rh^  akrfB€iav,   Koi  ducatoavtnpf,  icaX  Tropra 

Mp,  vlov  yap  xal  varphs  ovbkv  €aTi  Sar^p   tlvcu.  fiffjtaB^KOfiev  t6v  vl6v  rod 

fi€Ta^  T&v  ovrmv.    CyrU.  Hieros,  p.  Ocov,  ovreo  6rj  jcal  r6v  yevrfBtmra  €ar6  rov 

114.  Bened.  rotovrov  narpSs.     Chrig.  conUr.  Cels, 

Ecdesise  fides  solum  verum  Deum  p.  387. 
Patrem  confessa,  confitetm*  et  Chris-        Honor  Filii  dignitas  sit  Patema; 

turn.  HUar,  p.  1006.  Bened.  et  gloriosus  auctor  ait,  ex  quo  is,  qui 

Pixtrem  cum  audis,  Filii  intellige  tali  gloria  sit  dignus,  extiterit.  Hilar. 

Patrem,  (^ui  fiUus  supradictse  sit  imago  p.  832 . 
substantive.   Ri^n,  Syn^,  p.  540.  '  Onatus  apud  Stob.  Bed.  Phys. 

^  A($£a  vlov  €K  Tifj^s  irarphs  alrrov'  cap.  3.  Flotinus  £nn.  ii.  lib.  ix.  cap. 

icat  irakiv  vlov  do(afofi«vov,  fi€yaX»s  9.  p.  207. 
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and  with  equal  freed(m  on  both  sides^  in  a  prwate  waj,  without 
troubling  ihe  press*  And  though  the  article  I  am  defending  be 
n,  fundamental  one,  yet  it  was  never  such  to  me,  till  I  had  well 
examined  it :  nor  do  I  expect  it  should  be  such  to  yon,  without 
the  like  method.  However,  there  is  a  great  deal  cS  difference 
between  settling  one^s  own  privale  faith,  and  undertaking  to 
publish  and  propagate  the  same  among  others.  While  a  man 
pretends  no  further  than  to  judge  ^  himsel/y  he  ought  to  rest 
unmolested,  to  enjoy  the  freedom  of  his  own  private  sentiments, 
wherein  others  are  not  concerned.  But  when  he  endeavours  to 
draw  disdples  after  him,  the  case  is  altered ;  and  it  then  be- 
comes the  oammon  concern  of  all  that  have  truth  at  heart,  and 
more  especially  of  those  who  are  the  appointed  guardians  of 
the  Ohristian  fiuth,  to  be  upon  the  watch  against  seducers,  and 
to  interpose  their  seasonable  offices  to  prevent  the  growth  of  any 
dangerous  error.  There  must  be  some  public  restraints  to  hinder 
conceited  men  from  venting  crudities ;  as  well  as  a  just  and  due 
regard  to  the  interests  of  truth,  if  any  man,  with  sobriety  and 
modesty,  has  any  new  thing  to  oflfer.  Where  to  fix  the  true 
medium  between  liberty  and  restraint  is  not  my  business  here 
to  inquire :  I  think,  our  governors  in  Church  and  State  have 
already  fixed  it,  beyond  all  reasonable  exception.  But  to 
return. 

Let  those  learned  and  able  men  you  speak  of  consider  and 
examine,  that  they  may  find  out  the  truth ;  and  viiien  they  have 
done,  defend  it.  But  if  the  result  of  their  inquiries  is  the  em- 
bracing and  propagating  of  errors ;  be  they  ever  so  learned  or 
able,  they  must  be  rebuked  and  reproved  for  it.  What  if  a 
learned  Jew  or  a  €leisty  after  examining  and  considering,  thinks 
it  right  and  just  to  reject,  and  openly  to  vilify  the  Ohristian 
revelation  ?  May  he  not  therefore  be  told  that  his  labours  have 
been  ill  laid  out,  and  that  his  infideHly  is  a  very  great,  a  very 
unpardonable  isnme  \  And  if  anotiier,  after  inquiry,  sets  himself 
publicly  to  oppose  any  mcmientons  artide  of  the  Christian  faith ; 
it  is  the  duty  and  the  business  of  those  that  know  better,  and  of 
tiiose  that  are  in  authority,  to  stand  up  for  the  true  religion, 
and  to  use  all  proper  means  for  its  preservation.  What  would 
have  become  of  the  Clnistian  fittth,  if  sudi  learned  and  ahle  men 
as  Praxeas,  Noetus,  Paul  of  Samosata,  Photinus,  Arius,  Eu- 
nomius,  ApoUinarius,  &c.  had  not  been  vigorously  opposed,  and 
expelled  the  Christian  CSiurch  ?  Errors  once  entered  have  been 
sometimes  kept  in  by  the  same  methods,  as  truth  hath  been 
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preserved ;  just  as  the  banks  intended  to  keep  out  the  wixters^  if 
once  overflowed,  serve  afterwards  to  keep  them  in :  which  is  yet 
no  argument,  I  suppose,  for  having  no  hanks  at  all,  or  for  throw- 
ing all  open  to  inundations.   You  add,  ^^  as  if  taking  great  pains 

" to  find  out  the  sense  and  meaning  of  a  doctrine,  was 

^^  calling  in  question  the  doctrine  itself :""  which  I  have  answered 
above.  In  your  next  words,  you  betray  an  unbecoming  heat, 
which  should  be  avoided  always,  if  you  desire  to  see  clear. 
"  Wonderful,*'  you  say,  '^  that  the  very  foundations  of  all 
^^  religion  and  of  all  truth  should  be  thus  turned  into  ridicule  by 
"  men  of  learning,  without  their  perceiving  what  they  are  doing  !^ 
A  heinous  and  heavy  charge;  not  upon  me,  not  upon  a  few 
private  men,  but  upon  the  Church  of  Christ  in  all  ages,  and  upon 
the  best  men  of  it.  For,  what  is  it,  I  beseech  you,  that  you  are 
here  so  severely  declaiming  against,  under  the  opprobrious  name, 
of  "  turning  all  religion  into  ridicule  V  I  say,  what  is  it,  but  the 
Church's  acknowledging  that  there  are  fundamentals  in  religion, 
and  her  defending  those  fwndamentals^  in  such  a  way  as  Christ 
Und  his  Apostles  have  taught  her,  against  all  opposers  \  Be  you 
ever  so  ahh  or  so  learned^  (which  I  dispute  not,)  yet  we  know, 
that  if  an  a/ngelfrom  heaven  comes  to  teach  us  any  other  doctrine 
than  what  we  have  received  from  Scripture,  we  have  St.  Paul's 
warrant  for  pronouncing  an  anathema  upon  that  and  him.  You 
will  say,  no  doubt,  that  you  have  truth  and  Scripture  on  your 
side.  Well :  that  is  saying  something,  if  you  can  make  it  good : 
it  is  the  very  point  which  we  are  going  to  try.  In  the  mean 
while,  argue  not  against  the  properest  methods  of  defending 
and  preserving  the  tnUh,  (which  are  undoubtedly  right  and 
good,  in  the  general,)  but  shew,  if  you  are  able,  that  there  is 
something  particular  in  the  present  case,  to  put  a  bar  to  the 
general  rule. 

5.  The  last  article  of  complaint  is,  my  "  artificially  concealing 
^^  from  the  reader  the  true  and  indeed  only  material  point  in 
^'  question,  and  amusing  him  with  matters  of  a  quite  different 
"  kind."  In  this  affected  charge,  (which,  I  am  unwilling  to  say, 
you  do  not  believe  one  word  of,)  I  blame  not  so  much  the 
injuriousness  of  it,  since  it  is  too  weak  to  do  hurt,  as  the  indis- 
cretion. Might  you  not  have  been  content  to  set  out  upon  a  new 
foot,  and,  as  it  were,  silently  and  unobserved,  to  alter  the  terms 
of  the  question ;  but  you  must  begin  with  laying  your  sin  at  my 
door,  and  charging  me  with  the  very  fault  which  you  are,  that 
instant,  committing  ?  I  will  shew  you,  first,  that  my  manner  of 
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stating  the  main  question  was  right :  and  I  shall  afterwards  tell 
you  what  I  have  to  say  to  yofura ;  which  in  reality  (when  stripped 
of  its  ambiguity)  is  not  different  from  mine.  All  my  labour  and 
endeavour  was,  to  bring  the  dispute  to  this  short  question, 
Whether  the  Son  of  God  be  a  precariam  being,  that  is,  a  creature^ 
or  no*  ?  This  was  the  only  point  I  was  concerned  for ;  being 
that  upon  which  all  the  rest  turn.  There  therefore  I  laid  the 
stress ;  making  it  ray  business  to  confute  whatever  I  could  find 
in  Dr.  darkens  pieces,  tending  to  degrade  the  Son  of  God  into 
precarious  existence,  or  to  make  a  creatv/re  of  him.  If  this  point 
be  but  once  secured,  that  the  Son  is  no  creature^  but  necessarily 
existing ;  the  Doctor  may  go  on  talking  of  supremacy^  and  what- 
ever else  he  pleases ;  they  are  incidental  points  only,  and  must 
either  fall  of  course,  or  else  be  undei*stood  in  a  sense  consistent 
with  the  resolution  of  the  other  question. 

You  are  sensible  of  this  yourself;  and  therefore  you  all  the 
way  resolutely  dispute  with  me  the  point  of  the  Son^s  necessary 
existence^  as  much  as  the  other  point  of  the  Father's  svpremacy  : 
you  are  as  resolute  in  denying  the  Son  to  be  one  God  with  the 
Father ;  you  are  scrupulous  as  to  calling  him  Creator,  and  never 
directly  assert  his  creating  of  the  world  by  his  oton  power,  or  his 
coetemity.  In  short,  you  dispute  every  thing  with  me  that  is 
pleaded  to  exempt  him  from  the  number  oi precarious  beings,  or 
creatures.  Were  it  not  for  this,  you  should  be  permitted  to  talk 
of  the  Father's  «fpr^m<wy  as  much  as  you  pleased,  and  to  make 
sense  of  it  at  leisure.  Indeed,  the  determining  of  the  point  of 
supremacy^  and  how  it  is  to  be  held,  depends  entirely  upon  the 
other  question ;  which  is  therefore  the  main  question  betwixt  us. 
Do  but  allow  me,  that  the  Son  is  no  crea/twre^  that  he  exists  not 
precariously^  but  necessarily^  that  he  is  one  God  with  the  Father, 
that  he  is  properly  Creator ,  and  by  his  own  power,  with  other 
the  like  things;  and  you  shall  then  go  on,  without  let  or 
hinderance,  in  your  talk  of  the  supremacy.  Now  then,  will  you 
please  to  answer  me :  Do  you  understand  the  supremacy  in  a 
sense  which  you  believe  consistent  with  the  points  which  I 
maintain,  viz.  the  Son's  necessary  existence^  tmcreatednesSy  &c.  ? 
If  you  do,  the  dispute  is  ended ;  go  on  and  prosper  with  so 
Catholic  a  notion  of  the  supremacy.  Or  do  you  understand  the 
stipremacy  in  a  sense  not  consistent  with  those  other  points  which 

•  See  my  Supplement,  where  I  disciples,  that  they  do  by  immediate 
have  shewn  nine  several  ways,  from  and  necessary  consequence  make  the 
the  writings  of  Dr.  Clarke,  and  his    Son  a  creature. 
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I  maintain  ?  If  this  be  the  case,  (as  I  presume  it  is,)  then  do 
not  pretend  that  those  other  points  are  not  material ;  for,  by 
maintaining  them,  I  overthrow  your  pretended  supremacy,  as 
much  as  you,  by  maintaining  the  suprmnacy^  design  to  overthrow 
the  Church's  faith:  and  so  it  matters  not^  whether  the  main 
question  be  put  into  your  terms  or  mine  ;  since  both^  in  reality, 
come  to  the  same  thing.  Only  there  is  this  difference  in  the 
case ;  my  way  of  stating  the  main  question  is  plam  and  dear ; 
yours,  obscure  and  ambigtwm :  mine  is  fitted  to  imtruct  and 
inform ;  yours,  to  perplea  and  cmfoimd  a  reader :  mine  is  proper 
to  bring  the  debate  to  a  short  and  clear  issue ;  yours,  to  protract 
and  lengthen  out  a  dispute :  in  a  word,  mine  is  sincere  and  open, 
like  that  of  a  man  that  knows  his  cause  is  good ;  yours  is  falla- 
cious and  disguised,  as  of  one  that  is  diffident  of  his  cause,  and 
is  retiring  behind  the  curtain.  You  will  have  the  question  put 
thus:  Whether  the  Faiker  alone  hath  supreme  authority ,  savereigntyy 
and  dominion  over  aU  ?  When  this  is  stripped  of  ambiguity  and 
chicane,  I  suppose  it  will  fall  into  mine.  You  determine  in  the 
affirmati'oe.  The  Son  then  is  naturally  a  svhject  of  the  Father, 
and  the  Father  is  his  sovereign  Lord  and  Buler.  He  has  an 
absolute  right  over  him,  to  call  him  to  account,  to  reward  him, 
if  he  does  well,  to  pumsh  him,  if  he  does  amiss.  This  all  men 
understand  to  be  implied  in  supreme  dominion;  a  right  and 
power  over  subjects,  to  compel,  constrain,  and  punish,  as  occasion 
serves ;  and  in  short,  to  bridle  them  at  pleasure.  Is  this  your 
meaning  i  Pray  then,  where  is  the  difference  between  saying  it, 
and  calling  God  the  Son  a  creaiwre  ? 

And,  do  you  imagine  that  you  have  any  the  least  syllable  of 
proof  of  such  aUme  dominion^  either  in  Scripture  or  antiquity  f 
Yet  there  is  certainly  no  medium  between  this,  and  what  I 
assert  of  the  equality  of  Father  and  Son.  They  are  either 
naturally  and  strictly  equal;  or  else  one  is  infinitely  superior 
to  the  other,  as  God  and  creature.  Well ;  be  the  consequences 
what  they  will,  you  are  attempting  to  prove  your  point  syllogisti- 
cally,  after  this  manner  : 

^^  If  the  Father  never  acts  in  subjection  to  the  will  of  any 
"  other  pereon,  and  every  other  person  acts  in  subjection  to 
"  his  will ;  then  the  Father  aione  is  the  one  supreme  Governor 
"  of  the  universe. 

^'  But  it  is  fact  that  the  Father  never  acts  in  subjection,  &c. 
^*  and  that  every  other  person  acts  in  subjection,  &c. 

"  Therefore,  &c.'' 
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This  is  the  wonderful  demonstration ;  lame  and  deficient  in 
every  part.     To  prove  that  the   Father  aians  hath  supreme 
dominion,  &c.  you  should  shew,  not  only  that  all  other  persons 
act  in  mbfectum^  (for  an  equal  may  act  in  subjection  to  an  equal, 
or  even  to  an  inferior^  as  our  Lord  acted  in  subjection  to  Joseph 
and  Mary,  and  toashed  his  dMCvplef  feet^  but  that  they  are  recMy 
subject,  and  under  his  absolute  power  and  authority.     Your 
reasonings  therefore  on  this  head  amount  only  to  what  the 
Schools  call  ignoToAio  elenchi ;  proving  beside  the  question,  or 
talking  wide  of  the  purpose.     And  how  easy  is  it  for  a  man  to 
fill  a  book  with  quotations,  as  you  have  done,  that  can  be  content 
with  any  thing,  however  {oreiga  to  the  question !  You  have 
proved,  that  the  Son  acted  sometimes  a  mimsterial  part,  or  that 
he  submitted  to  an  inferior  office:  this  is  all  that  you  have 
proved ;  and  it  is  no  more  than  I  would  have  readily  granted 
you,  without  quoting  so  much  as  a  Hngle  Father  for  it.     You 
are  not  advanced  one  tittle  towards  the  proof  of  what  you  intend, 
that  the  Father  and  Son  naturfdly  have  not  one  common  do- 
minum.    I  affirm  that  they  have ;  and  that  at  the  very  same 
time  that  the  Son  is  executing  any  inferior  office^  he  is  still  Lord 
of  the  whole  umverse^  in  common  with  the  Father ;  and  that  their 
dominion  over  all  is  one  and  the  same  undivided  dominion^  as 
they  are  one  God  and  one  Lord.     You  would  gladly  slip  upon  us 
supremacy  of  dominion^  instead  of  supremacy  of  order ^  or  office. 
Instead  of  saying  that  the  Father  ahne  has  his  supreme  do- 
minion from  none^  you  pretend  that  he  oUone  has  supreme  do- 
minion ;  to  make  ttoo  domiimns  where  there  is  but  one.     You 
play  with  the  ambiguous  word  authority^  that  you  may  have 
something  to  blind  the  readers  with :  while  you  quote  Fathers 
who  affirmed  it  in  one  senee^  and  you  intend  it  in  another.    Auc- 
toritas  is  often  no  more  than  patemitas^  with  the  Latin  Fathers, 
as  a/uctor  is  pater:  but  you  are  wresting  it  to  the  sense  of 
dominion.    The  like  use  you  make  of  the  equivocal  word  dignity  ; 
which  is  of  order ^   or  office^  or  dominion^  or  nature;  and  you 
artificially  blend  and  confound  aU  together.     None,  I  hope,  can 
be  imposed  upon  by  such  weak  fallacies,  but  they  that  want  their 
faculties  of  discerning.     Let  the  reader  carefully  distinguish 
three  things,  and  he  wiU  then  be  able  of  himself  to  unravel  all 
your  pretences,  and  to  throw  off  that  studied  confusion  which 
you  are  labouring  to  introduce  in  dk  plain  thing. 

I.  Supremacy  of  nature^  or  supremacy  oi  perfection^  is  to  be 
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possessed  of  all  perfeotion,  and  the  highest  excellency  possible : 
and  this  is  to  be  God.  There  is  nothing  of  this  kind  but  what 
is  common  to  Father  and  Son ;  who  are  therefore  one  God 
supreme.  And  as  supremacy  of  dominion  and  sovereignty  (pro- 
perly so  called)  over  all  creatures  (as  soon  as  they  exist)  is 
included  in  it,  and  consequent  upon  it ;  Father  and  Son  have 
one  common  and  trndivided  sovereignty  over  all;  the  constant 
doctrine  of  antiquity. 

2.  Supremacy  of  order  consists  in  this ;  that  the  Father  has 
his  perfections y  dominion^  Sfc.  from  none  /  but  the  Son  from  the 
Father.  All  that  the  Son  has,  is  referred  up  to  the  Father^  and  not 
vice  versa.  This  kind  of  supremacy  is  of  the  Father  alone :  and 
the  Son's  subordination^  thus  understood,  is  very  consistent  with 
his  equality  of  nature^  dominion^  perfection^  and  ghry^  according 
to  all  antiquity. 

3.  Supremo^  of  office.  This,  by  mutual  agreement  and  volun- 
tary ecwMymy^  belongs  to  the  Father:  while  the  Son  out  of 
voluntary  condescension  submits  to  act  ministerially^  or  in 
capacity  of  mediator.  And  the  reason  why  the  condescending 
part  became  God  the  Son^  rather  than  God  the  Father y  is  because 
he  is  a  Sony  and  because  it  best  suits  with  the  natural  prder 
of  Persons,  which  had  been  inveii)ed  by  a  contrary  economy. 
These  things  being  fixed  and  settled,  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in 
replying  to  any  thing  you  have  ofiered,  or  can  offer  in  this  cause. 
You  may  amuse  us  with  Scripture  and  Fathers :  but  every  man 
sees,  before  this  time,  where  the  whole  pinch  of  the  controversy 
lies:  you  think  the  Unity  of  the  Godhead^  as  we  teach,  is  not 
consistent  with  the  distinction  of  persons^  order^  and  offices. 
While  you  pretend  to  be  disputing  against  me,  you  are  really 
disputing  against  the  standing  doctrine  of  the  ancient  churches, 
from  some  concessions  which  they  made,  and  in  which  I  agree 
with  them.  And  your  way  is  to  wrest  and  strain  some  principles, 
maintained  both  by  them  and  me,  to  a  sense  repugnant  with  their 
other  known  doctrines.  If  you  can  prove  any  thing,  we  are 
ready  to  hear  you :  if  you  cannot,  it  is  high  time  to  desist  from 
an  impracticable  attempt,  that  can  bring  nothing  in  the  end, 
but  shame  and  confusion  to  as  many  as  engage  in  it.  I  take  no 
notice  of  your  reflections  upon  my  hardiness,  as  you  call  it,  (in 
denying  what  no  good  Catholic  ever  affirmed,)  and  my  metaphy- 
sical excursionsy  and  my  fixing  names  of  reproach.  It  will  be  seen 
in  the  sequel  who  are  most  remarkable  for  hardiness^  who  make 
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excursions^  and  who  reproctchy  not  their  brethren  only,  and  the 
whole  Church  of  Christ,  but  the  lA>rd  of  heaven  and  earth,  the 
liviriff  God ;  to  whom  be  honour  and  glory,  now  and  for  ever. 

That  the  reader  may  not  imagine  our  dispute  to  be  any  thing 
new^  or  that  you  have  advanced  any  thing  beyond  what  the 
ancient  Arians  and  Eimomians  vainly  endeavoured  in  the  same 
cause ;  I  shall  just  give  him  a  specimen  of  what  some  of  the 
Fathers  of  that  time  answered  to  the  same  pretences  which  you 
are  now  reviving.  When  Eunomius  had  been  magnifying  the 
Father,  as  alone  subject  to  none,  on  purpose  to  degrade  and 
depress  the  Son,  under  the  notion  of  a  subject/  the  great  Basil 
rebukes  him,  for  thereby  reducing  God  the  Son  to  the  condition 
of  a  creature,  in  these  words :  "  Forasmuch  as  there  are  two 
^^  things,  the  creature  and  the  Godhead,  and  the  creature  is 
^'  ordained  to  stthjection  and  servitude,  while  the  Godhead  is 
^*  regnant  and  paramount ;  is  it  not  manifest,  that  he  that  de- 
'^  prives  {(he  Son)  of  the  honour  of  absolttte  dominium,  {b€<moT€Cas,) 
^*  and  casts  him  down  to  the  meanness  of  servitude,  does  at  the 
''*'  same  time  rank  him  with  the  rest  of  the  creation^  T 

Gregory  Nyssen  thus  more  at  large  answers  the  Eunomian 
pretence,  of  the  alom  supremacy.  I  shall  give  it  in  finglish  only, 
because  of  its  length,  and  to  save  myself  trouble. 

^*  He  (Eunomius)  says,  that  the  Father  has  no  sharer  (fAfpCrrjv) 
"  in  glory  with  him :  wherein  he  says  the  truth,  though  he 
"  knows  not  what  he  says.  For  the  Son  doth  not  share  (or 
*'  divide)  the  glory  with  the  Father ;  but  he  has  the  Father^s 
"  whole  glory,  as  the  Father  has  also  the  whole  glory  of  the  Son. 
"  For  thus  he  said,  speaking  to  the  Father,  All  mine  are  thine, 

"  and  thine  are  mine,  Joh.  xvii. He  who  is  heir  of  all  things, 

**  who  is  Creator  of  the  worlds,  who  shines  out  from  the  ghry  of 
"  the  Father,  and  together  with  it,  and  in  himself,  carries  the 
**  express  image  of  the  Father's  hypostasis ;  he  has  all  things 
*'  whatsoever  the  Father  himself  hath,  and  is  also  Lord  of  all 
"  jxmer.  Not  that  the  majesty  passes  away  from  the  Father ; 
'^  but  it  abides  with  him,  and  at  the  same  time  rests  upon  the 
"  Son.  For  while  he  is  in  the  Father,  he  is  together  with  his 
'*  whole  power,  in  the  Father :  and  as  he  hath  the  Father  in 
"  himself,  he  must  contain  the  whole  power  and  authority  of  the 

*  £kvoyap  SvTovTrpayiiarav,  itrtVca)^  d^iatfui,  Koi  els  to  ttjs  ^ovkdas  rairdvov 

Ti  Koi  B(6rTfTOs'  KCLi  TTii  fx€v  rr/cewy  cV  icara/3aXXo>y,  ovxi  drjXos  itrri  Koi  dm 

icvktiq.  K(ii  xmoKofj  Ttrayfiiivrjs,  dpxitcfjt  tovto   avaroixovvTa  avrhv    TJj    irwnj 

^  oCoTjs  Koi  d€<rrroTucfjs  Tfjs  OtSrtjros'  itriVft  dcticvvf ;  Basil,  contr.  Eun.  lib. 

6    aKfxupovfiMvot    rrjs     dc(nrorc/ar   t6  ii.  p.  73. 
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"  Father.  For,  he  has  the  entire  Father  in  himself,  and  not 
"  a  part  only  :  wherefore  having  the  Father  entire,  he  must  have 
"  his  authority  also  entire.  What  then  does  Eunomius  mean 
"  by  pretending  that  the  Father  has  no  consort  in  (power  or) 

"  authority  I- He  says,  there  is  one  only  God,  Swprmm  Ruler 

''  (TravTOKpdT<ap).  If  he  means  a  Father^  by  the  name  of  Swpreme 
"  Rider y  he  says  the  same  as  we  do,  and  nothing  contrary :  but 
*'  if  he  means  it  of  any  Supreme  Ruler  that  is  not  a  Father  ;  he 
*'  may  preach  up  circumcision,  if  he  pleases,  along  with  his  other 
"  Jewish  tenets :  the  faith  of  Christians  looks  to  a  Father. 
"  The  Father  indeed  is  all  and  every  thing,  he  is  Most  Highy 
"  Supreme  Ruler y  King  of  kings j  and  Lord  of  lords ;  whatever 
*'  titles  sound  high  or  great,  they  are  the  Father's  own :  and  all 
"  things  that  are  the  Father'^s  belong  to  the  Son.  Allow  but 
^'  this,  and  we  admit  the  other.  But  if,  instead  of  a  Faither^ 
"  he  introduces  another  kind  of  Supreme  Ruler ;  his  doctrine  is 
"  Judaism :  or  he  strikes  in  with  Plato's  sentiments.  For  they 
^*  say,  that  that  philosopher  also  taught  that  there  is  a  certain 
"  supreme  Creator  and  Maker  of  some  inferior  Gods.  As  there- 
"  fore  a  Jew  or  a  Platonist^  though  he  admits  a  supreme 
"  Governor^  is  yet  no  Christian,  as  not  believing  in  a  Father :  so 
'^  also  Eunomius  does  but  belie  his  profession,  while,  when  his 
"  doctrine  is  either  Judaism  or  Paganism,  he  pretends  to  the 
"  name  of  Christianity.'" 

I  have  recited  thus  much  out  of  Gregory  Nyssen,  (who  in  the 
same  place'*  has  a  great  deal  more  to  the  same  purpose,)  to  give 
the  reader  a  just  notion  of  Christian  and  Catholic  principles. 
For  this  acute  writer  has  really  hit  the  true  point  of  difference 
between  the  Catholics  and  their  adversaries ;  whether  Pagans, 
Jews,  or  heretics.  It  lay  chiefly  in  the  acknowledging,  or  the 
not  acknowledging  a  true  and  proper  Father  in  the  Godhead. 
Pagans,  Jews,  Sabellians,  Samosatenians,  Arians,  Eunomians, 
&c.  all  denied  it :  while  there  was  no  true  Catholic  but  strenu- 
ously contended  for  it.  Hence  it  was  manifest,  that  the  Arians 
were  the  innovators,  in  endeavouring  to  introduce  a  Creator  and 
a  creature,  a  Sovereign  and  a  subject,  instead  of  a  Father  and 
a  Son.  They  professed  the  relation  in  toords^  but  in  reality  they 
disowned  it.  The  considering  GxkI  as  a  Father^  in  a  just  and 
proper  sense,  (as  the  ancients  always  did,)  is  breaking  the  neck 
of  Arianism  at  once.    It  gives  a  quite  different  turn,  from  what 

"^  Greg.  Nyss.  contr.  Eunom.  Orat.  i.  p.  13, 14, 15. 
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they  aim  at,  to  all  their  pretences  of  the  Father  being  the  only 
God^  the  highest^  &o.     For  none  who  believed  God  to  have  a 
Son^  (properly  so  called,)  could  ever  be  fools  enough  to  imagine 
that  such  expressions  were  intended  in  opposition  to  him.  On  the 
contrary,  they  always  understood,  that  magnifying  the  Father 
was  at  the  same  time  magnifying  the  Son  too :  their  relation 
being  so  close  and  intimate,  that  whatever  perfections  belonged 
to  one,  must  of  course  be  supposed  common  to  both.     He 
who  reads  the  Fathers  that  lived  before  or  after  the  Council  of 
Nice,  with  this  key,  will  find  them  clear  and  consistent  through- 
out ;  and  will  the  less  wonder  at  the.exceeding  great  offence  taken 
against  Arius,  for  attempting  to  divide  Father  and  Son ;  and 
indeed  to  divest  the  one  of  his  Paiemity^  (according  to  the 
Catholic  sense  of  it,)  and  the  other  of  his  Filiation.    Fulgentius 
is  a  late  writer,  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries ;  but  a  judicious 
man,  and  well  instructed  in  the  true  and  ancient  principles  of 
the  Christian  Church ;  especially  in  regard  to  our  present  sub- 
ject: wherefore  I  shall  close  this,  with  an  account  from  him' ; 
not  because  of  his  authority^  but  because  what  he  says  is  true 
and  just,  and  very  well  expressed,  in  his  comment  on  the  Creed j 
written  in  opposition  to  the  Arians  of  that  time.     The  sum 
is  this,  that  whatever  high  things  are  said  of  the  Father  in  the 
Creeds  are  to  be  understood  to  belong  equally  to  the  Son :  and 
there  was  no  need  of  any  more  particular  application,  since  the 
very  name  of  Son  is  sufi&cient. 

'  Inaniter  tibi  visum  est,  male  tn-  in  se  habet  ilia  generatio  divina,  quic- 

telUgendo,  ad  tuum  sensum  velle  rec-  quid  in  se  hal^t  Dei  Patris  setema 

titudinem  symboU  retorquere,  et  inde  substantia.     Proinde  sufficiebat  ut  di- 

prsescribere  sanctse  fidei  Catholicse,  ceretwr  de  Patre  solo,  qtdcqmd  (equa- 

quia  in  symbolo  non  omnia  dicta  sunt  Uter    iateUigendum    esset    in    Filio. 

de  Filio,  quad  sunt  dicta  de  Patre:  Pater  enim  sic  omnipotentem  Fllium 

cum  utique  propterea  plenitude  divi-  genuit,  sicut  est  ipse  Pater  omnipo- 

nitatis,  quantum  oportebat,  debuerit  tens;  sic universorumCreatorem,9icuX 

in    origine   commendari,    quia    non  ipse    universorum    Creator  est  j    sic 

debuit  aliter  in  prole  cognosci.    Cum  regem  seculorum,  sicut  ipse  rex  secu- 

enim  quisque  se  didt  credere  in  Deum  Icirum  est;  sic  immortalem  et  invisi- 

Patrem  omnipotentem,  hoc  ipsum  quod  bilem,  sicut  ipse  immortalis  est  et  tn- 

in  Deum  ratrem  (^cit,  sicut  in  eo  visibilis.      Omnia  igitur,   qu»   Deo 

veritatem  naturalis  divinitatis,  ita  ve-  Patri  dantur  in  symbolo,  ipso  uno 

ritatem  naturalis  qooque  Patemitatis,  FUii  nomine  naturaliter  tribuuntur  et 

et  ex  hac  veritatem  naturalis  etiam  Filio.    Fulgent.  Fragm.  xxxvi.  pag. 

generatiomsoBten^l. ^Totumigitur  652,  &c. 
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THE  COUNTRY  CLERGYMAN'S  REPLY. 


Compare  the  following  Texts. 


I  am  the  Lord,  and  there  is  none  else, 
there  is  no  God  beside  me,  Isa.  xlv.  5. 

Is  there  a  God  beside  me  ?  yea,  there 
is  no  God ;  I  know  not  any,  Isa.  xliv.  8. 

I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  like  me ; 
Isa.  xlri.  9.  Before  me  there  was  no  God 
formed,  neither  shall  there  be  after  me, 
Isa.  zliii.  10. 


The  Word  was  God,  John  i.  i. 

Thy  throne,  O  God,  Ueb.  i.  8. 

Christ  came,  who  is  over  all,  God 
blessed  for  ever,  Rom.  ix.  5. 

Who,  being  in  the  form  of  God, 
Phil  ii.  6. 

Who  being  the  brightness  of  his  gk>ry, 
and  the  express  image  of  his  person, 
Heb.  i.  3. 


Query  I. 

Whether  all  other  beings,  besides  the  one  Sapreme  God  be  not  ex- 
cluded by  the  texts  of  Isaiah,  (to  which  many  more  might  be  added,) 
and  consequently,  whether  Christ  can  be  God  at  all,  unless  he  be  the 
same  with  the  Supreme  God  ? 

YOUE  general  answer  to  this  Query  is,  that  the  texts  of 
Isaiah  expressly  and  uniformly  speak  of  a  Person ;  and 
therefore  all  other  persons,  besides  the  He^  the  /,  the  Me^  are 
excluded  from  being  what  He^  who  there  speaks,  declares  himself 
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aloM  to  be.  To  which  I  reply,  first,  that  the  exchmve  terma 
need  not  be  interpreted  with  any  such  rigour:  and  secondly, 
Uiat  they  aught  nct^  because  such  interpretation  leads  you  into 
absurdities  which  you  have  not  been  able  to  answer. 

1.  I  say,  exclusive  terms  are  not  always  to  be  interpreted  with 
such  rigour,  as  to  leave  no  room  for  t(icit  exceptions,  such  as 
reason  and  good  sense  will  easily  supply. 

Matth.  xi.  27.  speaking  of  the  Person  of  the  Son,  says,  *^  No 
"  one  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son.*"  Doth  it  therefore 
follow,  that  no  Person  but  the  Son,  no,  not  the  Father  himself, 
knows  the  Father  ? 

So,  I  Cor.  ii.  11.  "  The  things  of  God  knoweth  no  one,  but 
"  the  Spirit  of  God  ;*"  no  person  but  he.  Doth  it  therefore 
follow,  that  neither  the  Father  nor  the  Son  knoweth  the  things 
of  God  as  much  as  the  Holy  Spirit  f 

Rev.  xix.  I  a.  it  is  said  of  the  Son  of  God,  that  he  had  a  name 
written,  that  "  no  one  (ov^ely)  knew,  but  he  himself.''  Doth  it 
therefore  follow,  that  neither  the  Faiher  nor  Holy  Ghost  knew  it ! 
See  more  instances  of  like  kind  in  my  fourth  Sermon.  I  say 
then,  that  exdmive  terms  are  not  always  to  be  interpreted  up  to 
the  utmost  rigour :  and  there  are  many  reasons  why  they  should 
not  be  so  interpreted  in  this  particular  case ;  as  I  have  shewn  at 
large  in  the  same  Sermon. 

2.  I  am  next  to  observe,  that  such  interpretation,  in  the 
present  case,  has  led  you  into  absurdities  which  you  have  not 
been  able  to  answer.  For,  if  the  Son  be  excluded  at  all,  by 
those  texts  of  Isaiah,  and  others  of  like  kind,  he  is  entirely 
excluded.  He  cannot  be  am^ther  Gody  all  other  Gods  being  ex- 
cluded by  those  texts ;  and  you  will  not  admit  that  he  is  the 
same  God:  since  therefore  he  is  not  another  God,  nor  the  same 
6od,  it  follows,  upon  your  principles,  that  he  is  no  God.  That 
the  texts  exclude  not  only  all  other  supreme  Gods,  but  absolutely 
all  other  Gods,  I  prove,  not  barely  from  the  force  of  the  exclusive 
terms,  but  from  the  scope,  drift,  and  intent  of  those  texts ;  which 
was  to  exclude  inferior  as  well  as  stipreme  Deities ;  and  to  leave 
no  room  for  idolatry ;  which  might  be  consistent  with  paying 
sovereign  worship  (to  use  your  phrase)  to  the  God  of  Israel.  You 
take  a  great  deal  of  pains  to  wind  yourself  off;  or  rather,  to 
shew  how  much  you  can  have  to  say^  when  you  have  nothing  to 
reply.  You  tax  me  with  quibbling  in  the  word  beings,  as  standing 
in  the  Query :  which  is  a  rebuke  that  comes  late,  now  you  are 
answering,  not  my  Queries,  but  my  Defence.     However,  since 
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all  otiier  Gods  are  by  me  shewn  to  be  excluded,  and  not  all  other 
Persons,  the  expression  is  just,  and  no  other  but  what  should  be. 
You  observe^  next,  that  the  Son  cannot  be  the  s<tme  Ood  with 
the  Father  on  any  but  Sabellian  principles:  which  is  begging 
the  question.  It  is  sufficient  to  say^  that  the  Fathers  in  general 
(as  we  shall  see  hereafter)  acknowledged  loth  to  be  one  God^  and 
not  one  Person.  You  cite  Eusebius*  as  your  voucher,  that  the 
words  of  Isaiah,  (^  besides  me  there  is  no  God,**)  denote  one 
Person.  When  you  look  again  into  Eusebius,  you  will  find  that 
the  words  are  Marcellus's,  not  Eusebius's :  though  little  depends 
upon  them  either  way.  You  have  another  piece  of  a  quotation 
from  Eusebius,  p.  4.  where  he  makes  it  SaheUianism^  to  say 
that  the  Father  and  Son  are  %v  koL  t  avrov^  one  and  the  same 
thing.  Add,  as  Eusebius  there  does,  SvofUKri,  iiiv  dta^x^i?,  &c. 
tmder  d/ifferent  names  only ;  and  then  I  condemn  it  for  Sabelr 
lianism^  as  well  as  Eusebius.  Your  quoting  TertuUian  in  this 
case  is  very  extraordinary;  when  every  body  knows  that  he 
makes  Father  and  Son  one  God^  in  the  very  same  treatise  where 
he  is  confuting  the  Sabellians ;  that  is,  the  Praxeans,  men  of  the 
same  principles  with  those  of  Sabellius.  Was  TertuUian  then  a 
Sabellian  ?  Ridiculous !  You  have  a  further  shift,  (but  still  in  the 
way  of  retortinffy  not  answerinffy)  that  I  myself,  when  I  come  to 
explain,  do  not  in  reality  make  the  Son  to  be  the  same  God,  but 
only  to  be  in  his  substance  tmdivided.  Add,  from  the  Father 
as  his  Heady  and  consubstantial  with  him;  and  then  I  insist 
upon  it,  that  he  is  therefore  the  sams  God  with  the  Father, 
upon  the  certain  and  standing  principles  of  all  Catholic  an« 
tiquity. 

But  what  becomes  of  the  difficfuMy  all  this  while,  which  it 
concerned  you  to  answer!  You  were  to  tell  us,  whether  the  Son 
(since  he  is  not  the  sams  God)  be  another  God,  or  no  God,  You 
say,  he  is  not  another  God,  in  that  sense  wherein  the  Father  is : 
that  is  your  meaning.  But  if  he  be  received  as  an  object  of 
worship,  he  is  then  God  in  such  a  sense,  as  none  but  the  God  of 
Israel  was,  and  must  either  be  the  same  God,  or  another  God. 
By  your  argument,  the  Jews  might  have  admitted  as  many 
inferior  Gods  as  they  pleased,  consistent  with  the  Jirst  command- 
ment ;  for  that  would  not  have  been  admitting  other  Gods,  because 
not  Gods  in  the  same  sense.  So  you  leave  a  gap  open  to  all 
nianner  of  idolatry.     You  say  iurther,  that  the  texts  do  not  ex- 

»  Kuseb.  Eccl.  Theol.  lib.  ii.  cap.  19.  p.  133, 
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elude  Moses  from  being  a  God  unto  Pharaoh,  nor  magistrates^ 
nor  angds^  from  being  Gods,  But  the  texts  do  exclude  Moses, 
and  angels^  and  magistrates^  and  all  creatures  whatever,  from 
being  adorable  Gods :  and  therefore  they  can  be  no  more  than 
nominal  Gods ;  that  is  to  say,  no  Gods.  The  Jews  might  have 
had  nominal  Gods  what  they  would  :  but  they  were  to  pay  vyor- 
ship  to  one  only ;  which  comes  to  the  same  as  having  no  other 
Gods  but  one.  The  receiving  more  adorable  Gods  than  one,  is 
making  amther  Ood.  Well  then,  will  you  cast  off  the  worship 
of  God  the  Son,  or  will  you  frankly  own  that  you  make  of  him 
another  God?  You  discover  a  great  inclination  to  own  him  for 
another  God :  you  do  not  scruple  in  one  place,  to  call  him  another 
Lord^ :  and  yet,  when  you  come  to  the  pinch,  you  pause,  you 
hesitate,  you  are  at  a  loss  what  to  resolve  on :  a/nother  Oody  or 
ttoo  GodSy  sounds  very  harsh ;  no  Scripture,  no  Fathers  ever 
ventured  upon  it ;  and  Christian  ears  cannot  bear  it.  What  then 
must  be  done  \  You  at  length  put  on  an  air  of  assurance^  and 
intimate  to  us,  (p.  6.)  that  an  inferior  God  besides  the  supreme, 
is  not  another  God;  and  that  two  Gods^  in  the  nature  of  language, 
must  signify  two  coordinate  Gods^  or  Gt)ds  in  the  same  sense. 
But,  as  the  nature  of  language  hitherto  has  been  always  different, 
and  you  can  give  no  examples  in  any  writings,  sacred  or  profane, 
of  this  new  kind  of  language ;  that  any  two  Gods,  and  each  of 
them  received  and  adored  as  a  God,  were  not  tux>  Gods^  as  well 
as  one  God^  and  another  God^ ;  you  must  give  us  leave  to  think 
that  this  kind  of  answering  is  really  saying  nothing.  All  the 
heathens  that  acknowledged  one  supreme  God,  over  many  inferior 
deities,  will,  by  your  way  of  reasoning,  stand  clear  of  the  charge 
of  admitting  more  Oods  than  ons.  Strange  !  that  you  should 
appeal  to  the  nature  of  la/nguage,  in  a  case  where  the  language 
of  mankind,  Jews,  Pagans^  and  Christians,  hath  been  always 
contrary. 

You  have  two  or  three  references  at  the  bottom  of  the  page ; 
which  I  pass  over,  as  not  coming  up  to  the  point  in  hand.  If 
you  have  any  countenance  from  Eusebius,  it  will  amount  to  no 
more  than  that  great  man^s  contradicting  himself,  and  the 
Catholics  before  him,  as  well  as  those  of  his  own  time :  his 
authority  therefore,  especially  for  a  plain  blunder  and  solecism 
in  hmguage^  will  be  very  inconsiderable,  and  weigh  little  with  us. 

As  to  my  argument,  concerning  Baal,  and  Ashtaroth,  and 

*>  Page  197.  <^  See  the  Preface  to  my  Sermons. 
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the  Pagan  deitm ;  you  answer  it  by  telling  me,  you  know  not 
how  to  excuse  it  from  pro/aneness.  You  should  have  said,  (for 
that  the  reader  will  see  to  be  plainly  the  case,)  that  you  knew 
not  how  to  evade  its  force.  A  rebuke  is  much  easier  than  a  soUd 
reply ;  which  was  here  wanted.  Tell  me  plainly,  if  the  first 
Commandment  excludes  only  other  mpremes^  and  not  inferior 
deities ;  why  Baal,  or  Ashtaroth^  or  any  Pagan  deity  might  not 
have  been  worshipped  along  with  the  God  oflsrad^  without  any 
violation  of  that  Gommandmewt  ?  The  Law  indeed  says,  you  shall 
have  no  other  Gods  before,  or  besides  me ;  that  is,  according  to 
you,  no  other  supreme  God^  or  Oods.  How  then  are  inferior  and 
subordinate  deities,  how  many,  or  whatsoever,  at  all  excluded 
by  that  law  ?  Here  lay  the  pinch  of  the  difficulty ;  which,  because 
you  could  not  take  it  off,  you  are  pleased  to  dissemble,  and  to 
run  to  another  point.  You  represent  it,  as  if  I  had  intended 
a  comparison  between  Christ  and  the  Pagan  deities ;  and  you 
remind  me  of  the  difference  betwixt  them  ;  which  is  only  solemn 
trifling.  I  made  no  (xmiparison,  nor  did  my  argument  imply 
any :  but  this  is  plain,  that  the  texts  which  exclude  only  supreme 
deities^  do  not  exclude  any  that  are  not  supreme^  or  not  considered 
as  supreme :  and  so  you,  by  your  interpretation  of  those  texts, 
have,  in  a  manner,  voided  and  frustrated  every  law  of  the  Old 
Testament  against  idolatry.  If  the  very  mention  of  this  evident 
consequence  be  a  thing  bo  profane,  what  must  your  doctrine  be, 
that  involves  this  very  consequence  in  it  ^  I  shewed  you,  in  my 
Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  412,  how,  upon  your  principles,  any  man 
might  easily  have  eluded  every  law  of  the  Old  Testament, 
rdating  to  worship^  or  sacrifice.  One  plain  and  direct  answer  to 
that  difficulty  would  have  been  more  satisfactory  to  the  reader, 
than  all  your  studied  diversions. 

You  proceed  to  a  tedious  harangue  about  mediatorial  worship ; 
which  shall  be  considered  in  its  place,  but  is  here  foreign,  and 
not  pertinent.  You  should  have  shewn  how,  by  the  force  of 
these  texts,  (which  declare  the  Unity,  and  ascribe  the  worship 
to  Gfod  alone,)  inferior  deities  can  be  excluded,  but  upon  this 
principle,  that  the  texts  are  to  be  understood  as  excluding  all 
other  Gods  absolutely,  and  not  with  your  restriction  of  all  other 
suprenws  only.  You  have  indeed  contrived  a  way,  such  as  it  is, 
to  bring  in  the  worship  of  Christ :  but  it  is  by  making  so  wide 
a  breach  in  the  laios  of  the  Old  Testament,  that  had  it  been  dis- 
covered  by  the  Jews  of  old,  there  had  been  room  enough  to  let 
in  all  imaginable  kinds  of  inferior  deities.     They  might  easily 
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have  pleaded,  that  the  texts  were  intended  of  one  mpreme  6od ; 
and  that  he  ahne  was  to  be  worshipped  as  such :  but  as  to  m^ 
ordinate  deities,  as  the  texts  did  not  reach  them,  so  neither  need 
they  be  scrupulous  about  the  worship  of  them.  This  is  the 
pressing  difficulty,  to  which,  after  sufficient  time  to  consider,  you 
have  not  been  able  to  make  any  tolerable  answer.  Wherefore 
it  may  fairly  be  concluded,  that  the  argument  is  unanswerable ; 
and  that  this  Query  having  bore  the  test,  will  now  stand  the 
firmer.  You  seem  to  think  that  you  have  done  your  part,  when 
you  have  found  out  a  reason  why  Christ  should  be  worshipped : 
but  the  main  thing  wanting  was,  to  give  a  reason  (upon  your 
principles)  <mt  of  the  Law^  why  any  inferior  deities^  along  with 
the  m/preme^  might  not  be  worshipped  also.  You  do  well  to 
plead  for  the  worship  of  Christ :  it  is  a  doctrine  of  the  Gospel^ 
and  I  think  of  the  Law  too.  But  you  had  done  better,  if  you 
had  contrived  to  make  the  Law  and  the  Gospel  hang  together ; 
and  had  not  entirely  frustrated  the  main  intent  and  design  of 
one,  in  order  to  maintain  the  other. 

You  have  some  observations,  p.  9,  lo,  1 1,  which  seem  to  me 
foreign  to  the  business  of  this  Query :  they  may  deserve  some 
notice  in  a  more  proper  place. 

Query  II. 

Whether  the  texts  of  the  New  Testconent  (in  the  second  column)  do 

not  shew,  that  he  (Christ)  is  not  excluded,  and  therefore  must  be 

the  same  God. 

THE  sum  of  my  argument  is,  that  since  all  other  adorable 
Gods  are  excluded  by  the  texts  of  Isaiah ;  and  yet  it  appears 
from  the  same  Scripture,  that  Christ  is  adorable^  and  GW,  it 
must  follow,  that  he  is  not  another  God  ;  but  the  same  God  with 
the  Father. 

This  Scripture  argument  I  confirm  from  testimonies  of  oMti- 
quity,  declaring, 

1.  That  other  Gods  only,  (not  God  the  Son,)  or  idob^  are 
excluded  by  the  texts  which  concern  the  Unity. 

2.  That  God  the  Son  is  not  another  God. 

3.  That  he  is  the  same  God^  or  one  God,  with  the  Father. 

4.  That  the  one  God  of  Israel  (confessedly  God  supreme)  was 
Christ,  speaking  in  his  oton  Person ;  being  God,  not  as  God^s 
representative^  but  as  God's  Son,  of  the  same  substance  with  the 
Father. 

This  is  the  sum  of  what  I  endeavoured  to  make  out,  under 
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the  second  Query.  I  am  first  to  consider  what  you  have  to 
offer,  in  order  to  take  off  the  force  of  my  evidence ;  and  next, 
to  examine  any  counter-evidence  which  you  may  have  produced 
to  balance  mine.  In  this  method  I  design  to  proceed :  and  let 
the  reader,  who  desires  to  see  distinctly  into  the  merits  of  the 
cause,  take  it  along  with  him.  My  Scripture  argument  was 
formed  upon  the  following  texts :  Joh.  i.  i .  Heb.  i.  8.  Rom.  ix. 
5.  Phil.  ii.  6.  Heb.  i.  3.  Let  us  now  examine  them  in  their 
order. 

John  i.  i. 

My  argument  here  is,  that  the  Arfyoy,  Word^  is  called  Gorf, 
not  in  any  improper,  or  loose,  figurative  sense ;  but  in  the 
proper  and  strict  sense  of  the  word  God.  Therefore  he  is  not 
excluded  among  the  nominal  Gods ;  therefore  he  is  one  and  the 
same  God  with  God  the  Father. 

You  reply,  p.  15,  that  God  the  Word^  is  not  God  in  as  "  high 
"  a  sense  as  the  Father  himself."^  The  reason  why  he  is  not, 
or  cannot,  you  assign,  because  by  him,  or  through  him,  "all 
"  things  were  made  ;  which  cannot,^  you  say, "  be  truly  aflSnned 
"  of  the  one  supreme  God  and  author  of  all.*"  On  the  contrary, 
I  affirm,  that  since  "  all  things  were  made  by  him,*"  he  is  not  of 
the  number  of  the  things  made ;  therefore  no  creature ;  therefore 
God  in  the  strict  sense ;  and,  since  God  is  one^  the  same  God, 

The  most  which  you  can  justly  infer  from  the  Father's  creating 
all  things  hy  or  through  Christ,  is  only  this ;  that  they  are  two 
FersonSy  and  that  there  is  apriority  of  order  betwixt  them  ;  not 
that  the  Son  is  not  God  in  as  high  a  sense,  or  in  the  same  sense 
as  the  Father. 

What  you  cite  from  Eusebius  signifies  little ;  except  it  be  to 
expose  the  weakness  of  a  great  man :  whose  authority  is  of  no 
value  with  me,  any  further  than  he  is  consistent  with  himself, 
and  with  the  Catholics  before,  and  in,  and  after  his  own  times. 
Not  to  mention  that  his  authority  is  late ;  and  I  may  almost  as 
well  produce  Athanasius,  Hilary,  and  the  elder  Cyril  against  you, 
as  you  produce  Eusebius  against  me :  who,  after  all,  is  so  dif- 
ferent from  himself,  in  different  places  of  his  works,  that,  upon 
the  whole^  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  know  what  judgment  to 
make  of  him.     To  return  to  John  i.  i. 

In  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  a8i .  I  give  the  reader  a  view  of  your 
real  and  intended  construction  of  St.  John.  The  Word  was  with 
the  me  supreme  God^  another  God  inferior  to  him,  a  creature  of 
the  great  God. 
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This  representation,  you  say,  is  imjugt,  p.  45.     It  seems,  your 
own  real  sense,  when  put  into  plain  terms,  is  too  frightful  for 
yourself  to  admit.     You  endeavour  therefore  to  wrap  it  up,  and 
disguise   it,   in   these  words :  "  The  Word  was  with  the  one 
**  mpreme  God  and  Father  of  all ;  and  the  Word  was  himself  a 
"  divine  PersoUy — in  subordination  to  the  one  supreme  God^  and 
'^  by  him  did  the  one  supreme  Ood  and  Father  of  all  make  all 
"  things.""       All   the  difference   between    this    and    mine    is, 
that  I  spoke  out  your  whole  sense,  and  you  insinuate  it,  or  minoe 
it ;  being  ashamed  to  say  all  that  you  mean.     This  divine  Person 
you  speak  of,  you  own  to  be  GW,  neither  dare  you  say  otherwise ; 
you   do   not  allow  him  to  be  the  same  God;  therefore   your 
meaning  is,  and  must  be,  that  he  is  (mother  God:  so  far  my 
representation  is  manifestly  just.     But  further,  this  same  divine 
Person  you,   with  your  whole    party,  deny  to  be  necessarily 
existing ;  therefore  you  make  of  him  a  precarious  being,  which  is 
nothing  but  another  name  for  creature  ;  therefore  he  is,  upon 
your  principles,  a  creature  of  the  great  God:  and  so  my  inter- 
pretation, or  representation  of  your  reserved  and  real  meaning, 
is  true  and  just  to  a  tittle.     Your  next  attempt  is,  not  to  repre- 
sent^ but  to  corrupt  and  m<mgle  my  construction  of  St.  John.     I 
refer  the  reader  to  my  Sermons,  for  a  full  view  of  my  sense  in 
that  particular.     Let  us  see  what  you  can  make  of  it  by  the 
help  of  chicane  and  cavilling.     "  The  Word  was  with  the  one 
supreme   God — ^himself   the    same   one  supreme   God,    (yet 
"  meaning  amother  supreme  God  in  the  same  undivided  substance,) 
"  and  by  the  same  oim  supreme  God^  did  the  one  supreme  God 
"  make  all  things.''   That  is  to  say,  "  The  Word  was  with  the  Fa- 
"  ther  the  one  God  supreme,  and  was  himself,  though  not  the  same 
"  Person^  yet  one  and  the  same  God^  supreme,  and  by  the  Son, 
*'  who  is  God  supreme,  and  Creator^^  the  Father,  supreme  God 
"  also,  made  the  worlds.""     What  is  there  absurd  or  contra- 
dictory in  all  this !  I  have  given  you  three  Ante-Nicene  writers 
(Irenseus,  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  and  Hippolytus)  interpreting 
St.  John  in  the  same  way  as  I  do.     Shew  me  one  that  ever 


^  Dei    verbum,  imo    magis    ipse  Otovt;  dvo  ftiv  oIk  tp&  Btoiit,  aXX  fj 

Deus,  Iren.  p.  133.  cpa,  7rp6a'ia^a  bi  dvo,  &c.  HippoL  contr. 

*Ev  yhp  &fi4hia,  6  QtSs.  &n  cfircv,  cV  NoH,  cap.  xiv.  p.  I5« 

dpxS  ^  Xrfyor  ffu  €VT^  Q(^,  Ka\  Otbsffv  «  Mundi  enim  factor,  verc  verbum 

6  \6ryos,    Clem,  Alex.  p.  135.   conf.  Dei  est.  Iren,  p.  133. 

p.  80.  ecAy  KOL  dTffuovpy6s'  irmrra  yh^  hi 

Ei  dc  olv6\6yosirp6sThvQ€hv,  Q(6s  avrov  eytv^ro,  Koi  x^P^^  avrov  cyeifTo 

i>Vy  ri  odv  <lnf€r(i€v  Sif  ris  dvo  Xcyc&v  ovdc  ^v.    Clem.  Alex.  p.  1^6. 
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interpreted  him  in  your  manner.  You  are  forced  to  disguise 
the  matter,  and  to  give  your  meaning  but  by  halves ;  because 
you  know  you  have  not  one  Ante-Nicene  or  Post-Nioene  Catholic 
writer  on  your  side,  so  far  as  concerns  your  construction  of 
St.  John.  You  pretend,  that  I  make  of  the  Son  another  supreme 
God ;  not  the  same  God.  But  as  this  is  only  said,  not  proved, 
it  must  pass  for  nothing  but  a  trifling  begging  of  the  question. 
Prove  you  that,  as  plainly  as  I  have  proved  that  you  make  the 
Son  wnother  God^  a  creature  God;  or  dse  acknowledge  the  differ- 
ence between  a  just  representation  and  an  injurious  misrepre- 
sentation.    So  much  for  Joh.  i.  i.     The  second  text  is, 

Heb.  i.  8. 

My  argument  here  is,  that  Christ,  who  in  this  text  is  declared 
to  be  God^  must  be  the  satne  God  with  the  Father,  because 
Scripture  admits  but  one  God ;  and  expressly  declares  against 
every  other  God,  To  which  you  reply,  p.  13.  that  the  Apostle 
sufiiciently  explains  himself  by  the  words,  "  God,  even  thy  Gk)d  C 
verse  the  ninth :  and  that  I  "  ought  not  to  have  omitted  it."*' 
But  I  had  abundantly  answered  that  pretence^,  by  interpreting 
the  words  of  Christ  considered  in  his  human  capacity,  referring 
to  Dr.  Bennet  for  a  vindication  of  it :  which  is  what  you  ought 
not  to  have  omitted.  This  text  will  come  up  again  under 
Query  III. 

Bom.  ix.  5. 

From  this  text  I  form  my  argument  after  the  same  manner  as 
in  the  two  former.  You  pretend  it  "  dubious,  whether  it  may 
"  not  possibly  be  meant  of  the  Father  ;'*  referring  to  Dr.  Clarke'^s 
Script.  Doctr.  p.  75.  2d  edit.  On  the  contrary,  I  maintain,  that 
no  reasonable  doubt  can  be  made  of  its  being  meant  of  Christ ; 
referring  to  such  as  have  proved  it?. 

But  allowing  the  words  to  be  intended  of  Christ,  (which  is  no 
great  courtesy,)  you  have  still  something  further  to  say,  viz. 
that  the  meaning  of  this  text  **  is  distinctly  explained,"  i  Cor. 
XV.  27.  and  Eph.  i.  22.  But  how  explained  ?  so  as  to  make  the 
Son  another  Grodf  I  see  nothing  like  it :  neither  does  God's  being 
the  head  of  Christ,  nor  his  "  putting  all  things  under  him,""  con- 
clude any  thing  against  what  I  assert,  that  both  together  are  one 
God  supreme.  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  139.  A  distinct  person- 

'  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  307.  &c.  p.  34.  Second  Review  of  Dozolo- 

K  My  Sennons,  vol.    ii.  p.   138.  gies,  p.    ig,    16.   Dr.  Calamy's  Ser- 

Grabe,  Not.  in  BuU.  D.  F.  sect.  ii.  mons,  p. ; 

cap.  3.  Grabe's  Instances  of  Defects, 
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ality^  together  with  a  supremacy  oi  order ^  or  office y  are  sufficient  to 
account  for  ail^  upon  my  principles.  You  remind  me  of  Hippoly- 
tus's  comment  on  this  text,  in  these  words  :  '^  Christ  is  God  over 
^'  all :  for  thus  he  himself  says  plainly,  All  things  ea^  given  me  from 
"  the  Father** .""  But  why  did  you  overlook  the  words  immediately 
"  following ;  Who  being  over  all  Grod  blessed,  was  begotten  {of  the 
"  Virgin)^  and  becoming  man,  is  God  for  ever  V  You  see,  Hippo- 
lytus  supposes  him  to  have  been  God  before  the  commencing  of  his 
mediatorial  kingdom,  before  the  time  when  all  things  were  said  to 
be  ffiven  him;  and  therefore  Hippolytus  may  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  mean  no  more,  than  that  all  things  were  intrusted 
with  him,  because  he,  so  great  and  so  divine  a  Person,  was 
the  most  proper  to  sustain  so  great  a  charge.  The  cou- 
sideration  tiiereof  leads  back  to  his  anteeedevU  dignity  and 
excellency,  which  qualified  him  for  so  great  and  so  endearing 
a  charge.  Wh^efore  it  was  right  in  Hippolytus  to  make  mention 
of  it,  in  order  to  confirm  what  was  said.  Bom.  ix.  5.  that  he  is 
"  over  all  God  blessed  for  ever."  Epiphanius,  who  cannot 
be  suspected  of  Arianizing^  scruples  not  to  argue  upon  the  same 
text,  just  as  Hippolytus  does,  and  almost  in  the  same  words^ 
And  they  did  not  quote  Matt.  xi.  ^7.  (or  Luke  x.  %%.)  to^shew 
how,  or  when,  Christ  was  appointed  God ;  they  had  no  such 
thoughts,  believing  him  to  have  been  always  God ;  but  to  confirm 
what  was  said  in  Bom.  ix.  5.  so  as  to  shew  withal,  that  he  was 
distinct  from  the  Father y  not  the  same  Person  with  him,  as  Noetus 
pretended. 

You  bring  up  Hippolytus  ^^  again,  to  confirm,  as  you  imagine, 

^  O^ff  6  inf  cirl  ncamuf  B€6s  earip,  raavrrm  dfia  Xpurr^,  ^  ra  jnarra  nctrifp 

Xryci  yAp  <wt»  ficrA  napprfa-ias'  fravra  \m€Ta^  napi^  iavrov.    Hippol.  contr. 

fu>(  7rapah4^oT€n  \m6  rov  narpSf.     *0  NoH.  p.  10. 

^1^ €irlir6nxo¥B€6t  f^Xoyi/rAf -yrywptu,  Kai  iraikip  ifnfahf  cV  rfj  * AnoKoikv^f 

KoL  SvOpwiros  y€v6fievos  Q€6s  (<mv  tU  6  ^v  atr  dpxjjs,  koH  6  ipx&puivoi  irai/To- 

Tovsai&vai.  Htppol.  contr,NoH.  p.  10.  KpaT<»p,  KoXm  tcarii  narra  tlirt'  KaK&f 

^  *0  t^y  en\  irmrmp  Qebs,  Bavfuurrms  yap  cwrt ,  irapra  fun  impMBtf  vjr6  rov 

dtTyciroi.   o^o£  yhp  6  Av,  cWly  «rl    vttrphs  pov eirl  irarras  phf  oH/p  hv 

irdpTov  Ge($f .  hrtthhv  yap  avrhs  Md-  Qe^s,  tx^v  bt  tdiop  avrov  irarepa,  &c. 

<r#c€i  ^pas,  Xtymp'  wavra  poi  7rap€b6&rj  Epiph.nigr.  hrii.  p.  488. 

tmb  Tov  irarp6ipjov'  dta  tovto  cVl  wdp'  Omnipotens  Christus  appellatur.  Si 

T»p  cotI  Gcof .  Epiph,  Htcr.  Ivii.  p.  487 .  enim  omnia  Ps^ria  Filii  sunt,  et  ut  ipse 

^  ILak&sttrrtpvavTOKpdTopa  Xpiardp  loquitur  in  Evangdio,  **  data  est  mihi 

— paprvp^  yap  Xpiar^s  €<fnf,  wavra  *'  omnis  potestas  in  coelo  et  in  terra ;" 

ftm  irapad^lkmu  napa  tov  warpbs,  iced  *'  omnia  mea  tua  sunt ;''    cur  non 

nopTCDp  KpoTtL,  iravTOKparmp  vapd  nor  etiam  omnipotentie  nomen  referatur  ad 

Tphs  KartfTToB^  Xpurrds narra  vro-  Christum :  ut  sicut  Dens  Dei,  et  Do^ 

rrrcucroi  avr^  €Kr6s  tov  vnoTo^avrog,  minus  Domini;  sic  omnipotens  omni' 

natrmp  Kpant,  avrov  dc  6  narrfp,  Ua  potemtis  FiHus  sit  ?  Hieronym.  m  Im, 

huratriP  tU  Bc^r  <^ay^>  f  rcb  irayra  xmo-  torn.  iiL  p.  13. 
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your  fancies  upon  i  Cor.  xv.  27.  Hippolytus  answering  the 
objection  of  Noetus,  drawn  from  Rev.  i.  8.  where  Christ  is  styled 
iravTOKpiTiap,  (and  from  whence  Noetus  inferred,  that  Christ 
must  be  the  very  Father  himself  incarnate ;)  I  say,  Hippolytus, 
in  his  answer,  hath  the  words  which  you  recite :  "  If  therefore 
^*  all  things  are  put  under  him,  excepting  him  that  did  put 
^'  all  things  under  him,  he  hath  dominion  over  all,  and  the 
"  Father  over  him ;  that  in  all  things  may  be  made  appear 
^  one  Oody  to  whom  all  things  are  subject,  together  with  Christ, 
''  to  whom  the  Father  hath  subjected  all  things,  himself  only 
"  excepted."" 

Hippolytus  here  speaks  not  of  the  Arfyoy,  but  of  God  incarnate^ 
Christ  Jesus ;  shewing  that  Christy  since  his  incarnation,  has 
been  subject  to  the  Father,  and  will  be  so  also,  in  his  human 
capacity,  after  he  has  delivered  up  his  mediatorial  kingdom. 
From  whence  it  is  manifest,  against  Nofitus,  that  the  Father 
himself  was  not  incarnate^  was  not  Christ ;  for  then  whom  could 
Christ  be  syiject  to,  but  to  himself?  which  is  absurd.  This  I 
take  to  be  the  sense  of  Hippolytus,  and  his  full  sense ;  his  argu- 
ment requiring  no  more  :  besides  that,  it  is  not  consistent  with 
Hippolytus's  other  writings,  to  make  the  Son,  in  his  highest 
capacity,  subject  to  the  Father,  and  under  his  dominion.  For, 
not  to  mention  that  Hippolytus,  in  this  very  tract,  plainly 
teaches  that  the  Son  is  of  the  same  substance  with  the  Father, 
and  one  God  with  him,  (as  shall  be  shewn  more  fully  hereafter,) 
he  concludes  his  treatise  with  ascribing  glory  and  dominion  to 
the  Son  toith  the  Father  cmd  the  Holy  Ohost.  Now  it  would  be 
very  absurd  thus  to  join  sovereign  and  subject  together,  ascribing 
the  same  glory  and  dominion  to  both^  And  in  the  words  going 
before,  speaking  of  Christ,  he  says,  "  He  being  Grod,  became 
"  man  for  our  sakes,  to  whom  the  Father  subjected  all  things"".*" 
Which  shews  that  all  his  discourse  before,  relating  to  the  sub^ 
Jection  of  things  to  the  Son,  and  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  is 
after  his  incarnation  ;  and  is  to  be  understood  of  the  O^ivOfxaTrosy 
the  God-ma^ ;  who,  as  God,  had  all  things  under  him ;  as  man, 

Nee  minim  si  Christus  dicatur  oM"  gloria.    Hieron.  in  Zach,  torn.  iii.  p. 

fdpotens,  cui  "tradita  est  omnia  po-  17 18. 

"  testafi  in  coelo  et  in  terra."    Et  qui  ^  A^  n  d6(a  koI  t6  Kpdros  fya 

didt ;  *'  omnia  quie  Patris  sunt,  mea  narpl  kcu  ayUf  irv€VfutTi,  &c.  HippoL 

"  sunt."  Si  autem  omnia,  id  est,  Deus  contr.  Noi't.  p.  ao. 

ez  Deo,  Dominus  ez  Domino,  lumen  ™  O^s  6  Bt6f,  6  Mtnonos  di*  ^fior 

de  Imnine;    ergo  et  ex  ommpotefUe  ytyopu>s,    ^   napra  virrra^tv   wn\p, 

onmipotens:  neque  enim  fieri  potest  Ibid, 
ut,  quorum  una  natura  est,  diversa  sit 
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was  himself  under  the  Father.  To  confirm  which,  we  may 
observe  that  Hippolytus  interprets  ChnaVBprayi'ng  to  the  Father, 
as  being  done  olKovofUKois.  These  are  his  words  :  ^'  Christ  made 
"  all  these  prayers  economically,  as  man,  being  himself  very 
*'  Godn.^  Does  this  look  as  if  Hippolytus  believed  God  the 
Father  to  have  sovereign  dondnion  over  Christ,  in  his  highest 
capacity  ?  Might  not  any  subject  of  God  have  prayed  to  God, 
as  such? 

You  say  (p.  16.)  that  the  "  doctrine  which  I  allege  this  text 
"  (Bom.  ix.  5.)  to  prove,  is  a  contradiction  to  the  whole  stream 
"  of  antiquity.*"  And  here  again  you  quote  Hippolytus,  (the 
spurious  and  interpolated  Hippolytus,  according  to  you,)  as  a 
just  interpreter  of  the  ancients.  It  seems,  you  are  willing  to 
admit  him,  when  he  says  any  thing  that  looks  for  your  purpose. 
The  words  you  chiefly  value  are  iravTOKpiriap  itaph,  itarphs  kutc- 
(rriOri  XpKrrSs'  Christ  was  constittUed  Buler  over  oM  by  the  Father. 
On  occasion  whereof,  let  me  observe  a  thing  to  you  which  you 
are  not  aware  of;  that  though  the  ancients  scrupled  not  to  say, 
that  Christ  was  constittUed  by  the  Father,  Ruler y  or  iorrf,  or 
even  Creator^  (according  to  Prov.  viii.)  or  any  thing  coming 
under  the  notion  of  office^  (the  Father  being  ever  looked  upon 
as  first  in  order,  and,  in  virtue  thereof,  the  Fountain  of  every 
office^  according  to  his  own  voluntary  appointment,)  yet  you  will 
never  find  it  said  by  the  ancients,  that  the  Father  constituted 
Christ  a  God,  or  appointed  him  to  be  Ghd.  Which  observation 
is  highly  deserving  your  special  notice ;  as  it  may  discover  to 
you  a  fundamental  flaw  in  your  hypothesis,  and  may  shew  that 
you  have  took  a  great  deal  of  pains  with  the  ancients,  upon 
a  very  wrong  view,  and  (give  me  leave  to  add)  to  very  little 
purpose.  Had  you  found  ever  an  ancient  testimony,  declaring 
that  Christ  was  constituted  God  over  all^  you  would  have  done 
something :  the  rest  are  impertinent,  and  come  not  up  to  your 
point.  The  word  God  was  never  looked  upon  as  a  word  of  office 
or  dominion,  but  of  nature  and  substance :  and  hence  it  is,  that 
the  ancients  never  speak  of  Christ's  being  constituted  God.  One  use 
indeed  you  may  make  of  your  observation  from  Hippolytus,  that 
mavTOKpi,T(dp^  though  it  be  often  in  the  LXX  the  rendering  of 
H'^MIS  TT\TX^  Lord  of  hosts j  yet  the  Fathers  sometimes  used  it  in 
a  lower  sense,  such  as  comes  not  up  to  the  strength  of  the 

**  Tavra  hi  navra  Xpurrhs  olKovofU'     rov  dovKov  fjp  ravra  Xryovoxi  ical  «a- 
Kms  a»$  SvBpiafiros  tfixtro,  Gc^p  titv  dXi;-     axovaa.     Hipp,  contr,  Jvd,  p.  3. 
6w6s.  'AXX'  its  <l>Oaa-as  throv,  17  fJiopf^ 
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Hebrew :  and  therefore  I  readily  acknowledge  to  you,  that  such 
passages  of  the  Fathers  as  style  Christ  itavTOKp&ridp^  are  not 
pertinently  alleged  to  prove  him  to  be  the  Jehovah  in  the  strict 
sense  of  that  name,  according  to  those  Fathers.  But  enough  of 
this.  Upon  the  whole,  it  may  appear  that  you  have  not  been 
able  to  take  off  the  force  of  Rom.  ix.  5. 

Phil.  ii.  6. 
My  argument  from  this  text  runs  thus :  He  that  was  in  the 
farm  of  God,  that  is,  naturally  Son  of  God,  and  God,  and  as  such 
equal  with  God**,  is  God  in  the  same  high  sense  as  the  Father 
himself  is ;  and  since  God  is  one,  the  same  God.  To  this  you 
only  reply,  (p.  14.)  that  "  nothing  can  be  more  directly  against 
"  me*"  than  this  text.  Which  decretory  sentence,  void  of  all 
proof,  and  coming  from  a  man  fallible  as  myself,  deserves  no 
further  notice.  You  have  a  great  deal  more  upon  this  text  from 
p.  50  to  p.  64,  but  put  together  in  so  confused  a  manner,  with 
a  mixture  of  foreign  matters,  that  I  shaU  not  spend  time  in 
pursuing  you ;  but  refer  the  reader  to  my  fifth  sermon  upon 
this  very  text:  where  all  that  you  have  material  is  already 
answered,  or  obviated.  Your  incidental  pleas  and  pretences 
relating  to  Novatian,  and  other  ancients,  will  be  answered  in 
their  place.     I  proceed  to  another  text. 

Heb.  i.  3. 
My  argument  here  is,  that  he  who  is  "  the  brightness  of  his 
"  Father*8  glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his  person,""  cannot 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  be  excluded  among  the  nominal  God$. 
But  if  he  be  not  excluded,  he  is  included  in  the  om  mupreme  God, 
Therefore,  &c.  Now,  in  page  the  fourteenth,  you  are  content 
only  to  say,  which  I  can  as  easily  gainsay,  that  this  text  is 
directly  against  me.  But  you  resume  it  again,  p.  6^,  out  of 
method ;  and  thither  I  must  attend  you.  There  you  talk  much 
of  by  his  Son,  and  hy  whom,  and  of  the  Father's  being  his  God: 
which  kind  of  reasoning  I  have  sufficiently  answered  above.  But 
you  add,  that  "  the  image  of  the  one  supreme  God  cannot  be 
"  himself  that  one  supreme  God,  whose  image  he  is.""  But  what 
mean  you  by  the  words  "that  supreme  GodT  Plainly,  "that 
**  supreme  Father,  who  is  God :""  and  thus  I  readily  allow,  that 
he  cannot  be  himself  that  very  Person  whose  express  ima^e  he  is. 
But  why  do  you  thus  perpetually  quibble  with  the  phrase  "  that 
"  supreme  God  \^  as  if  there  were  ttoo  Gods,  this  and  thaty  and 

'*  See  my  fifth  Sermon. 
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making  the  supreme  God  a  name  for  one  Persm  only  {  This,  you 
must  be  sensible^  is  taking  the  main  point  for  granted ;  and 
poorly  begging  of  the  question :  which  is  a  thing  beneath  the 
character  of  an  able  disputant.  To  proceed :  I  had  been  pressed 
with  a  passage  of  Eusebius^  relating  to  this  text ;  and  I  returned 
a  dear  and  full  answer  to  it  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  285,  286. 
You  bring  Miother  passage  out  of  Eusebius,  in  his  Demonstra* 
tio  Evang.,  though  you  know  that  even  Bishop  Bull,  who  other* 
wise  is  a  defender  of  Eusebius,  yet  makes  no  account  of  what 
he  wrote  before  the  Nicene  Council :  as  neither  do  I.  I  shaU 
not  therefore  give  myself  the  trouble  of  attending  you,  as  often 
as  you  fill  your  margin  with  that  author.  I  had  said  however, 
what  was  true,  in  relation  to  tlie  passage  brought  against  me 
before,  that  by  hvo  ovaCoL,  Eusebius  might  mean  no  more  than 
what  Pierius,  Methodius,  Alexander,  and  TertuUian,  meant  by 
the  like  expressions ;  that  is,  ttoo  Persons.  To  which  you  reply, 
(p.  68.)  that  I,  "  by  adding  what  the  ancient  wiiters  constantly 
"  disclaimed,^  (viz.  an  eqtudity  of  supreme  authority  in  the  two 
Persons,)  "  do  necessarily  make,  what  they  never  did,  two  su- 
"  preme  Gods,  however  inseparable  or  wndivided^  as  to  their  svh- 
^^  sta/ncer  But  you  are  under  a  double  mistake ;  first,  in  ima- 
gining that  the  ancients  did  not  acknowledge  an  *'  equality  of 
*'  supreme  authority,'*'  as  much  as  I  do ;  and  next,  in  fancying 
that  they  and  I  (for  the  charge  aflTects  both,  or  neither)  thereby 
make  "  two  supreme  Gods."'  The  ancients,  and  I  conformable 
thereto,  always  suppose  a  headship^  or  priority  of  order  of  the 
Father,  referring  his  consuhsta/ntial  Son  to  him  as  his  head.  And 
"  this  origination  in  the  divine  Paternity"^  (as  Bishop  Pearson 
speaks  P)  *■'  hath  anciently  been  looked  upon  as  the  assertion  of  the 
"  Unity:  and  therefore  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  have  been 
"  believed  to  be  but  one  Ood  with  the  Father ;  (N.  B.)  because 
*•  both  from  the  Father,  who  is  one,  and  so  the  Union  of  them.''* 
If  you  ask  how  the  authority,  or  dominion^  (for  so  I  understand 
you  here,  and  not  as  authority  sometimes  signifies  Paternity^  and 
auctor  is  Pater ;)  I  say,  if  you  ask  how  it  can  be  supreme  in 
both,  if  it  be  original  here,  and  derivative  there ;  I  answer,  be- 
cause it  is  the  sams  in  both,  only  existing  in  a  different  manner : 

P  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  p.  40.  In  ilia  quippe  una  substontia  Tri- 

^  ^vfTii  de  rois  rpuri  fiia,  B«6s'  tvanris  nitatis,  Unitas  est  in  origine,  seoualitas 

^  6  iror^p  cf  o^  ical  nphs  ty  avayerai  in  prole,  in  caritate  autem  Unitatis 

T^  l^f.  ovx  o>s  (rvpakd^a-Bai,  dXX*  sequalitatisaue  communio.     Fulgent. 

ias  tfxdrAu,     Qreg,  Vaz,  Orat,  zxxii.  ad Monim.hh,  ii.  cap.  11.  p.  37. 

p.  530. 
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neither  are  there  two  dominions  or  two  sovereiffnties^  any  more 
than  two  essences ^  substances^  or  Gods.  The  question  ^m  wAenee 
the  Son's  dmiinion  is,  is  one  point,  and  how  ffreaty  or  how  hiffh^ 
is  quite  another.  If  you  ask  from  whence  the  Son's  dominion  is, 
I  say  from  the  Father,  as  his  essence  also  is :  if  you  ask  from 
whence  the  Father's  dominion  is,  I  aajy/rom  none^  as  I  say  also 
of  his  essence.  But  if  you  ask  me,  what,  or  haw  greats  or 
how  high;  I  say  equals  in  both,  and  indeed  one  undivided 
sams^  just  as  the  essence  is.  Thus  your  charge  of  tico  Gods, 
which  you  so  frequently  repeat,  through  your  abounding  in  false 
metaphysics,  is  proved  a  fallacy,  and  a  groundless  calumny. 

You  proceed  to  examine  my  authorities  for  my  construction 
of  Heb.  i.  3.  one  by  one.  This  being  but  a  very  small  and 
incidental  part  of  the  controversy,  I  could  be  content  to  pass  it 
over,  for  fear  of  being  tedious  to  the  reader.  But  I  will 
endeavour  to  be  as  short  as  possible.  You  begin  with  rebuking 
me  for  citing  Origen  out  of  Athanasius;  who  livedo  you  say, 
above  a  hundred  years  after  Origen's  death.  It  was  not  quite  a 
hundred  when  Athanasius  wrote  the  piece  from  whence  I  cited 
the  passage.  But  no  matter.  I  question  whether  you  can  bring 
any  thing  of  Origen's,  that  is  of  better,  or  indeed  so  good  au* 
thority ;  considering  how  carefully  Athanasius's  Works  have  been 
preserved,  how  negligently  most  of  Origen's,  and  how  much  they 
have  been  corrupted;  as  the  best  critics  allow.  Will  you  produce 
me  any  MSS.  of  Origen,  above  the  age  of  Athanasius!  Or  will 
you  assure  us  that  later  scribes  were  more  faithful  in  copying 
than  he  \  To  pass  on ;  you  think  however  that  the  passage  cited 
from  Origen  is  **  nothing  to  my  purpose ;"  it  does  not  shew 
that  the  Son  is  the  one  supreme  God.  But  it  shews  enough  to 
infer  it,  though  it  does  not  directly  say  it.     It  shews  that,  in 

4  jEquaiem    ergo     Patri    credite  est ;  omnia  tamen  hsec  $um  sitie  auc' 

Filium ;  sed  tamen  de  Patre  Filium,  tore,  sicut  Pater,  Deus  ex  Patre  tan- 

Patrem  vero  non  de  Fllio.  Origo  apud  quam  Fllius,  sine  initio  et  cqualis 

ilium,  aqualitas  apud  istum.  August,  nabet :  et  cum  ipse  sit  omnium  caput, 

Serm.  cxl.  tom.  5.  p.  681.  ipsius  tamen  caput  est  Pater.    i2^^. 

Quod  si  dixens,  eo  ipso  major  est  tit  Symb. 

Pater  FUio,    quia   de  nuUo  genitus  Cum  Pater  omnia  quse  habet  ^rignen- 

Senuit  tamen  sequalem ;  cito  respon-  do  dedit,  eequalem  utique  genmt,  quo- 

ebo,  imo  ideo  non  est  major  Pater  niam  nihil  minus  dedit:    quomodo 

Filio,  Quia  genuit  €Bqualetn,  non  mtito-  ergo  tu  dicis,  quia  ille  dedit,  ille  acce- 

rem.    Originis  enim  ^usestio  est,  quis  pit,  ideo  aquatem  Filium  PaXn  non 

de  quo  sit :  sequalitatis  autem,  ^ualis  esse ;  cum  eum  cui  data  sunt  omnia 

aut  quantus  sit.    August,  tom.  viii.  p.  et  ipsam  cquaUtatem  videas  accepiase^ 

718.  ^tf^^  cofi^.  Jlfodrtnt.  lib.  ii.  cap.  14. 

Cum  sit  gloria,  sermntermtate,  vir-  p.  707. 
tute,  regno,  potestate,  noc  quod  Pater 
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Origen's  opinion,  the  image  must  be  perfectly  like  the  protoi^  ; 
both  alike  irmsiUe^  and  like  eternal^ :  so  far  he  is  express  ;  and 
his  premises  infer  a  great  deal  more,  by  parity  of  reason. 
Wherefore  Origen,  in  his  book  against  Gelsus,  carries  the 
argument  up  to  a  formal  equality  in  greatness.  His  words  are'', 
"  The  God  and  Father  of  all  is  not,  according  to  us,  the  only 
*^  one  that  is  gre(xi.  For  he  hath  imparted  even  his  greatness  to 
**  his  only  begotten,  begotten  before  the  creation :  that  he  being 
*^  ihe  image  of  the  invisible  God,  might  keep  up  the  resemblance 
''  of  the  Father,  even  in  greatness.  For  it  was  not  possible  for 
*^  him  to  be  (if  I  may  so  speak)  a  commensurate  and  fair  image 
"  of  the  invisible  GJod,  without  copying  out  his  greatness.^ 

Now  to  me  it  seems,  that  this  and  the  other  passage  of  Origen 
are  both  very  much  to  my  purpose.  For  Origen  was  never  weak 
enough  to  imagine  that  there  were  two  Gods^  equal  in  invisibility  y 
in  eiemity^  in  greatness:  but  that  the  Father  and  Son,  thus^t^ 
to  each  other,  were  together  the  one  God  supreme.  If  you 
have  any  passages  to  allege  to  the  contrary,  out  of  Origen^s  less 
accurate,  or  perhaps  interpolated  woiluiy  they  are  by  no  means  to 
be  brought  in  competition  with  those  I  have  cited :  besides  that 
most  of  them  may  admit  of  a  fair  and  candid  construction,  as 
meaning  no  more  than  that  the  Father  is  naturally />rior  in  order 
to  the  Son,  or  in  office  superior  by  mutual  concert  and  agree- 
ment. 

Nor  shall  I  think  myself  obliged  (which  I  mention  once  for  all) 
to  answer  such  testimonies  as  have  been  before  completely 
answered  by  Bishop  Bull ;  unless  you  have  something  new  to 
add  upon  the  subject.  We  shall  have  more  concerning  Origen 
in  another  place. 

You  proceed  to  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  (p.  71.)  whom  I  had 
also  cited  in  relation  to  Heb.  i.  3.  You  call  it  citing  at  second 
handy  because  out  of  Athanasius.  May  not  any  writings  what- 
ever be  almost  with  equal  justice  said  to  be  cited  at  second  hand? 
They  must  be  conveyed  to  us  by  some  hand  or  other :  and  we 
cannot  be  more  certain  of  any  parts  of  old  writings  than  we  are 


^  El  Ifarup  cucttv  rov  Qtov  rov  dopd'  /*oyov€V64icaiir/)0)TOTiJ#cyir<i<n;ricri<r€«ff' 

Tov,  a6paT0g,  euccov.  cy«  dt  roXfifia-as  V,  comdv  avr6s  iwvovwv  rov  dopdrov 

npoaBdriv  hv,  &n  itai  6fiot6Trjs  rvyxdimv  ©coO,  KaihrA  ijutytdti  <rm{if  ryv  €U6va 

TOV  warphsj  ovk  tf<rrw  m  ovic  ?y.  Orig.  tov  irarpdf  ov  yip  oIopt  ^v  turat  <rv/*- 

apud  Athan.  p.  333.  firrpov  {iv   ovT<as  opopda-ci})  Koi  KdKrjv 

•  Ov  pdpog  df  pMyag  koB  ffpas  itrrip  tlKdva  tov  dopdrov  Qtov,  p^  «cal  tow 

6  T&v  SKiov  Bfhs  Hal  Trarrip'  p€T€dciK€  pty€$ovs  trapurrdaay  rriv  tUova,  Orig, 

yhp  ^ovrou  Koi  ttjs  fuyak€idTfiTos  t^  oontr,  CeU.  p.  323. 
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of  these  parts  especially  which  were  long  ago  cited,  higher  up 
than  any  MSS.  now  reach.  But  enough  of  this  trifling.  You 
bring  up  again  the  stale  pretence  about  what  Basil  and  Photius 
said  of  Dionysius  :  which  has  been  answered  over  and  over^  by 
considerable  writers*.  This  is  what  you  ought  not  to  have  con- 
cealed from  your  reader.  You  observe  further,  that  Dionysius 
does  not  draw  the  mme  inference  from  the  text  that  I  do,  y\z. 
that  the  Son  is  the  ^  one  supreme  God.'*'  Very  true :  neither 
should  I  draw  that  inference,  if  I  was  only  proving  the  etermty  of 
God  the  Son ;  but  I  should  stop  there.  However,  if  there  be 
occasion  to  advance  further,  nothing  is  easier  than  from  the  co- 
eternity  to  deduce  all  that  I  desire,  viz.  that  the  Father  and  Son 
are  together  the  one  God  mipreme :  which  is  indeed  the  plain 
certain  doctrine  of  the  same  Dionysius,  in  the  same  treatise^. 
''  The  undivided  Monad  we  extend  to  a  Triad,  and  again  the 
"  undiminished  Triad  we  contract  into  a  Monad  "."*'  Now,  I 
beseech  you,  what  is  his  Mwiad,  but  the  (me  God  sypreme  f  And 
what  doth  it  consist  of,  but  of  Father ^  Sony  and  Holy  Ghosty 
according  to  this  excellent  writer  ? 

My  next  authority  was  Alexander  of  Alexandria' ;  whom, 
you  say,  I  dite  out  of  Athanasius.  You  should  have  said,  out  of 
Montfaucon's  edition  of  Athanasius's  works,  into  which  he  has 
inserted  this  epistle  of  Alexander.  The  reader  perhaps  other- 
wise may  suspect  that  this  was  again  at  second  handy  as  you 
would  call  it,  from  Athanasius.  Well,  what  have  you  to  say  to 
the  thing!  It  amounts,  you  think,  to  no  more  than  what  Arius 
himself  might  have  said,  viz.  that  the  Son  is  not  (hv6\kQuo^  t% 
oiaCq  TW  iraTpbs)  of  unUke  mbstance  to  the  Father.  You  should 
have  added  the  other  words  by  me  cited,  cUoiv  T€\€la  kcH 
ima&ya<riia  rov  irarpoSy  the  perfect  image  and  shining  forth  of 
(he  Father.  Which  I  believe  neither  Arius,  nor  yourself  would 
be  willing  to  admit.  However,  Arius  had  denied  that  the  Son 
was  2fjioios  77/  ovtrif^  of  Uhe  stxh«ta/nce  with  the  Father ;  as  appears 
from  that  very  epistle  y.  And  neither  Arius  nor  you  would 
have  said  iLTsavyaayua  rov  irarpoSy  but  iiravyaafia  lij^  ho^rfs  rod 

t  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  Nic.  p.  14a.  Mr.  ada  ovyK€<l>dkcuovfjLt6a,  Dionys,  Alex. 

Thirlb^s  Answer  to  Mr.  Wliiston's  (goud  Athmas.  vol.  i.  p.  355. 

Suspicions,  p.  91,  &c.  Ruinart.  Act.  ^  n&s  6»6fjLoiosT^  ovaufTovwarpht, 

Mart.  p.  181.  he  Moyne,  Not.  advar.  6  ^v  clx^y  rtXcui  icdi  <Siravya<r/ia  rov 

Sacr.  p.  335.  Athanasius  de  Sententia  iraTp6s ;  Alexand.  Alexand.  Ep.  inter 

Dionysii.  Op,  Athanas.  p.  399. 

^  Ovr©  /*cv  4fKtff  «is  T€  rfjv  rpidSa  7  Among  Arius's  tenets,  this   is 

rijv  fwvaba  TrXarvyo/icv  d^uuprrop,  koi  one.     OUrw  dc  6uoios  kgt    ovaiap  rf 

T^v  rpiaba  iraKiv  dfAtivroy  tig  r^v  fuip-  irarpt  itrruf.    Ibid,  p.  398. 
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irarphf^  which  kind  of  expression  Dr.  Clarke  contends  for  in 
opposition  to  the  other.  You  proceed  to  cite  a  pretty  large 
passage  from  Alexander's  other  epistle  in  Theodoret,  to  shew,  as 
you  pretend,  that  "he  has  nothing  agreeable  to  my  notion;" 
though  the  whole  epistle  is  exactly  agreeable  to  my  notion,  and 
indeed  contains  it.  Alexander  no  where  says,  with  you,  that 
the  Father  aloi^e  has  "  supreme  authority,  sovereignty,  and  do- 
"  minion  i^  he  was  too  wise  and  too  good  a  man  to  divide  the 
Son  from  the  Father.  He  expresses  their  inseparability^  in 
iJl  things,  in  very  full  and  express  terms ;  together  with  the 
Son's  necessary  existence^,  and  supreme  divinity^;  blaming  the 
Arians  for  laying  hold  of  Christ's  acts  of  submission,  and  conde- 
scension, in  order  to  sink  and  lessen  it.  All  you  can  find  in  this 
writer  that  looks  for  your  purpose  is,  that  the  prerogative  of 
wnbegctten  belongs  to  the  Father,  (which  I  also  constantly  main- 
tain,) and  that  the  Son  was  neither  tmbegoUen^  nor  created^  but 
between  both :  which  Alexander  observes,  in  opposition  to  the 
Arians,  who  pretended  there  was  no  medium^  but  that  the  Son 
must  be  either  unbegoUen  or  a  creatwre.  You  cite  part  of  this 
passage,  but  omit  what  would  have  shewn  fully  the  sense  of  the 
author ;  which  runs  thus : 

"  For  these  inventors  of  idle  tales  (the  Arians)  pretend,  that 
"  we,  who  reject  their  impious  and  unscriptural  blasphemy 
"  against  Christ,  as  being  from  nothing,  assert  two  imiegotten 
'*  Beings :  alleging,  very  ignorantly,  that  one  of  these  two  we 
*^  must  of  necessity  hold ;  either  that  he  (Christ)  i&fromnothing^ 
"  or  that  there  must  be  two  tmbegotten  Beings.  Unthinking 
^*  men  !  Not  to  consider  the  great  distance  there  is  between  the 
"  tmbegotten  Father,  and  the  things  created  by  him  out  of 
"  nothing,  (as  well  rational  as  irrational,)  betwixt  which  two, 
"  comes  in  the  intermediate  onlybegotten  nature  of  God  the 
*'  Word,  by  whom  the  Father  made  all  things  out  of  nothing^.'* 

*  *AXX^Xc»v  dx^pi(rra  wp^yfiora  dvo,  Kfkov  Srt  oM  oS  itrrhf  tUinf,  tariv  omL 
rhv  nartpa  kclI  t6v  vi6v,  &c.  Alexand,     p.  14. 

Bpist.  Ap,  Theod,  lib.  i.  cap.  4.  p.  12.  *»  *H  vUrrji  ahrov  Korh  (pvirtp  rvy- 

Mrrafv  Trarphi  Koi  vloiv   ovdev — d«i-  xdvovaa  r^ff  varpu^i  ff^mrfrog,   &c. 

arTjfJLa,ov^ axpinv6siyvoias  rovro^iaif'  p.  1 4.  Trji  avonratrm  xai  dp)(7j3€v  avrov 

raaiwrai  rrjs  yjntx^s  ^wauevrjs,     ibid,  $t6rrjTos,  p.  1 6. 

*  "Arpeirrov  tovtov  icoi  oyoXXotoDrov  ^  ^<ur\  y6p  ^ftas  ol  <f>KT}vaicfmv  c^ct;* 
iff  r6v  nmpa,  atrpoa-^  Koi  rcXcioy  ptral  p.v6<o¥,  caroarp^^Mfuvcvg  rrjv  4^ 
vi6p — fu$v^  T^  ay€innfT^  \€nr6fXfvop  ovk  6pt»v  curtPrj  icoi  3ypa<l>op  Kara 
€K€lvov.  p.  18.  Th  yckp  caravy€urpa  Trjs  Xpiarov  PKitaxfnjfiiap,  aytvtnjra  dM' 
d6(Tjs  firf  thai  Xtytw,  awmpti  Koi  rh  (tmw  hvo,  dvoiy  BSrtpw  Xcyovres  dtw 
jnxsMtJrwrov  <f>&s,  o^  i<rnv  auravycurpa,  €iP(u  ol  oirotdcvTO*,  tj  «(  ovk  Spt»p 
€1  d^  Koi  ^  thcmv  rov  Gfov  oix  ^v  dsl,  aMv  tZyot  iftpovtip,  ^  wdprms  aytvpipra 
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I  see  nothing  in  this  passage^  but  what  I  can  heartily  assent 
to ;  understanding  by  nature,  person^  as  Alexander  himself 
understood  it ;  which  Valesius  observes.  One  thing  the  reader 
may  remark,  that  the  main  principle  upon  which  you  and  your 
friends  found  all  your  opposition  to  the  doctrine  of  a  coeqiuU  and 
ooetemal  Trinity,  is  no  other  than  what  you  have  borrowed  from 
the  ancient  Arians;  and  which  Alexander,  in  this  passage, 
severely  condemns ;  namely,  that  God  the  Son  cannot  be  God  in 
the  strict  and  proper  sense,  unless  he  be  wnoriginate  and  sdf-eoo^ 
ietent,  as  the  unbegotten  Father  himself;  there  being,  as  you  con- 
ceive, no  medium  between  sdf-eodstence^  in  the  highest  sense,  and 
precarious  existence :  that  is,  in  plain  words,  (though  you  love 
to  disguise  it,)  between  being  mhegoUen^  and  bdng  a  creoEture^ 
And  thus  we  have  done  with  Heb.  i.  3.  Some  Post-Nioene 
writers  I  had  added,  not  to  "  make  a  show,'*  as  you  frowardly 
and  falsely  suggest ;  but,  as  you  very  well  knew,  to  correct  your 
UKmder^  and  your  representing  it  before  as  stromge^  and  new^  to 
offer  this  text  in  proof  of  Christ^s  dirmity. 

You  have  not  been  able,  we  see,  to  invalidate  the  force  of 
those  few  texts,  laid  down  in  this  Query,  with  design  to  prove 
that  Chist  is  not  excluded^  by  any  texts  of  the  Old  Testament,  or. 
New,  from  being  one  God  with  the  Father,  but  necessarily 
included  in  the  one  God  supreme.  To  these  I  might  add  many 
other  texts,  signifying  that  the  Father  and  Son  are  one ;  that 
the  Son  is  in  the  Father^  and  the  Father  in  him  ;  that  he  who 
hath  seen  one,  has  therein  seen  the  other  also ;  that  the  Son  is  in 
the  bosom  of  the  Father ^  and  as  intimate  as  tiumght  to  mind; 
that  all  things  which  the  Father  hath  are  the  So^iis  y  and  that 
fjohatsoever  the  Father  doth,  the  Son  doth  likewise ;  that  they^ 
are  represented  as  one  temple^  Bev.  xxi.  22.  and  as  having  one 
throne y  Rev.  xxii.  i.  and  as  making  one  lights  Rev.  xxi.  23.  These 
and  many  other  considerations,  suggested  in  Scripture,  serve  to 
confirm  and  illustrate  the  same  thing.  But  it  is  now  time  to 
examine  your  pretended  cou/rUer-emdence  drawn  from  Scripture : 
after  the  discussion  of  which,  we  may  come  regularly  to  our 
inquiry  into  the  sense  of  antiquity  upon  this  head. 

You  had  produced  John  xvii.  3.  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  Eph.  iv.  6. 
which  prove  that  the  Father  is  styled,  sometimes,  the  one  God^ 

Xcyctv  dvo'  aypoovvres  oi  dvd<ricrfToi,  &s  c^  ovk  fivnov  htolfi<rtv  6  irarf^  rov  Qtou 

fieucphv  tuf  tiff  fitra^v  trarpos  ay€inniTOv,  \6yov,  &C.  p.  1 7,  18. 
Kalr^p  icrt(r6€VTcap  vn    avrov  ff  ovk        See   Bui],  sect.  iii.  cap.  9.  n.  n, 

Hvmv,  Xoyticflbv  r€  K(CtaK6y<av.  hv  aeo't^  Animad.  in  Gilb,  Gierke,  p.  1027^ 
TtCoviTa  <pvaris  fiopoyevffs,  8t'  ^s  ra  Ska 
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or  ofnJy  trvs  Ood  ;  and  that  he  is  God  of  the  Jews,  of  Abraham, 
&o.  I  asked,  how  those  texts  proved  that  the  Son  wcis  not  f 
You  say,  (p.  %6,)  "  very  plainly."^  Let  us  hear  how.  You  add, 
^^  Can  the  Son  of  the  God  of  Abraham,  (Acts  iii.  13.)  be  himself 
**  that  God  of  Abraham,  who  glorified  his  Son  T  But  why  must 
you  here  talk  of  that  God^  as  it  were  in  opposition  to  this  Gody 
supposing  ttoo  Gods  ;  that  is,  supposing  the  thing  in  question ! 
If  I  allow  that  there  is  a  this  God,  and  a  that  Godj  or  two  Gods ; 
you  can  prove,  it  seems,  that  tnoo  Gods  are  not  one  God.  Very 
ingenious !  But  if  I  tell  you  that  this  divine  Person  is  not  that 
dimne  Person,  and  yet  both  are  one  God;  the  quibble  is  an- 
swered. You  are  very  often  at  this  kind  of  play  :  and  therefore 
it  may  be  here  proper  to  say  something  more  to  it.  Let  us 
make  trial  of  the  like  argumentation  in  another  case.  It  is  the 
Doctor's  principle,  as  hath  been  observed,  that  the  divine 
substance  is  infinitely  extended,  and  yet  the  same  sfuhstance  every 
where.  Let  us  now  argue  much  after  the  same  manner  as  you 
do  against  me ;  this  divine  substance  here  on  earth  is  not  that 
divine  substance  which  fills  heaven :  for  this  and  that  cannot  be 
the  same.  It  is  but  repeating  the  argument,  and  one  may  prove 
that  the  Divine  Being,  according  to  the  Doctor,  consists  of  an 
infinite  number  of  differeni  sub8tam>ces,  no  two  parts  whatever 
being  the  same  substance.  Such  is  the  force  of  your  logic,  by  the 
help  of  this  and  that.  But  if  the  Doctor,  on  the  other  hand, 
can  allow  that  the  substance  may  be  the  same,  where  there  is 
a  distinction  of  this  and  that ;  then  give  us  leave  to  take  the 
benefit  of  the  Doctor's  own  principles ;  and  to  conclude  in  the 
present  case,  that  Father  and  Son  may  be  one  substance,  one 
Bei^y  or  one  God,  notwithstanding  the  distinction  of  this 
Person  and  that  Person.  Having  once  fully  answered  your 
quibble,  you  will  not,  I  hope,  expect  that  I  should  do  it  again 
and  again,  as  often  as  you  get  into  this  trifling  way.  It  will  be 
sufficient  just  to  hint  to  the  reader,  that  you  are  again  playing, 
as  usual,  with  this  and  that;  and  so  to  dispiiss  it.  Now  let 
us  proceed.  You  ask  further,  upon  Acts  iii.  13.  "  Can  the  one 
"  supreme  God  be  exalted,  or  glorified  by  another  T  In  answer 
to  which  I  refer  you  to  my  fifth  Sermon.  You  add,  is  it 
not  true,  that  '^  the  less  is  blessed  of  the  greater  r  But  what 
has  benediction  to  do  with  exaltcUion  and  glorification!  I  am 
weary  of  answering  such  things. 

You  come  to  take  off  the  answer  I  had  made  to  such  texts  as 
style  the  Father  the  only  God,  &c.     I  had  said,  he  was  not  so 
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styled  in  oppmtlon  to  the  Son,  or  to  exdude  him  from  being  the 
one  Ood.  That  is,  say  you,  "  The  Father,  though  exprssJy  diB- 
"  tinffuishedy  is  still  both  Father  and  Son."  That  is  your  mistake : 
we  do  not  say,  that  in  these,  or  the  like  instances,  both  persons 
are  included  in  the  term  Father;  but  that  the  exdusiye  terms, 
cUone,  or  (w/y,  are  not  to  be  so  rigorously  interpreted,  as  to 
leave  no  room  for  t<icit  exceptions.  To  make  this  a  little  plainer 
to  you. 

Bev.  xix.  1 2.  it  is  said  of  the  Son,  ''  He  had  a  name  written, 
**  which  oifMsy  nopenoUy  knew  but  himself.'"  This  was  not  said 
in  opposition  to  the  Father,  or  as  excluding  him  from  that  know- 
ledge :  for,  it  is  still  tacitly  supposed,  that  he  knew  as  much  as 
the  Son ;  and  no  question  could  be  made  of  it.  This  is  not 
including  Father  and  Son  under  the  term  Son ;  but  is  epeaUng  of 
one  only,  abstracting  from  the  consideration  of  not  excluding  the 
other.  I  had  said,  that  the  Father  is  primarily,  not  exdusif>efy, 
the  one  true  God.  You  do  not  understand  primarily :  I  am 
sorry  for  it.  First  in  order,  Jirst  in  conception,  Qod  wnbegotteH 
and  proceeding  yrom  none,  as  distinguished,  from  Gk>d  hegotten 
and  proceeding.  You  add,  that  '^  when  one  person  is  in  any 
^^  respect  declared  to  be  the  onlyy  &c.  he  must  needs  be  so,  eah 
*^  chmvely  of  all  others,  in  that  sense  wherein  he  is  declared  to  be 
^^  the  only  J  &c.  otherwise  there  is  no  certainty  or  use  in  language.''' 
That  is  to  say,  since  no  one  knoweth  the  Father^  hut  the  Son,  the 
Father  must  be  excluded  from  knovnng  in  the  same,  or  in  so  high 
a  sense :  and  if  no  one  knoweth  the  things  of  God  but  the  Spirit^ 
both  Father  and  Son  are  excluded  from  knowing  in  so  high  a 
sense,  or  in  the  same  sense.  And  if  no  one  knew  the  name  written 
but  the  Son  himself ^  both  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ohost  must  be 
excluded  from  knowing ;  "  otherwise  there  is  no  certainty  or  use 
**  in  language.'*' 

And  if  Christ  be  styled  by  the  primitive  Fathers,  as  he  often 
is,  (see  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  96.)  the  onlyJudgey  the  only  Lardy 
the  only  Oody  the  only  King  ;  the  Father  must  be  excluded  from 
being  Judge,  Lord,  King,  or  Ood,  in  such  a  sense  as  those 
authors  intended  of  God  the  Son :  ^'  otherwise  there  is  no 
^'  certainty  or  use  in  language.'**  But  I  think  the  use  of  language 
and  custom  of  speech,  in  all  authors  I  have  met  with,  has  gone 
upon  this  rule,  or  maxim,  that  exclusive  terms  are  always  to  be 
understood  in  opposition  only  to  what  they  are  opposed  to,  and 
not  in  opposition  to  what  they  are  not  opposed  to :  and  there  is 
both  me  and  certainty  enough  in  language,  in  this  way,  so  long  aa 
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men  are  blessed  with  any  tolerable  share  of  common  sense,  and 
are  but  capable  of  understanding  the  design,  drift,  or  purport  of 
any  speaker  or  writer.  I  see  where  your  confusion  lies :  and  if 
you  wiU  bear  a  while  with  me,  I  will  endeavour  to  help  you  out 
of  it.  I  consider  the  matter  thus:  the  Ghd  of  Israel  (be  it 
Father,  or  Son,  or  both,  or  the  whole  Trinity)  is  styled  the  one 
Gody  God  in  the  strict  and  emphaiicai  sense  of  the  word  God^  in 
opposition  to  creaiure-Oods ;  which  are  none  of  them  Grods  in 
the  same  sense  of  the  word  God,  Here  you  will  observe  that  I 
lay  the  emphoum  upon  the  sense  of  the  word  God :  and  in  this 
very  highest  and  most  emphatical  sense  of  the  word,  I  suppose  as 
well  Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  as  the  Father,  to  be  QoA. 

Again,  the  FcUher  may  be  emphaticcdly  styled  the  onfy  Gody 
because  of  his  evnphaiical  maimer  of  existing.  Here  I  lay  the 
whole  emphasis  upon  the  ma/nner  of  existing^  existing  /irom  none. 
Either  Son  or  Holy  Ghost  is  God  in  the  very  highest  sense,  in 
the  same  sense  of  the  word  Gody  but  not  in  the  same  emphatical 
mawner.  If  therefore  the  emphasis  be  laid  upon  the  sense  of  the 
word  God^  every  person  of  the  three  is  emphatically  God^  in 
opposition  to  creature- Grods :  but  if  the  emphasis  be  laid  upon 
'the  manner  of  existing,  the  Father  only  is  God  in  that  emphatical 
manner,  and  for  that  very  reason  is  most  frequently  styled,  in 
Scripture  and  antiquity  too,  the  only  God.  I  perceive,  you  do 
not  distinguish  between  being  God  in  a  different  sense  of  the  word 
Gody  and  being  God  in  a  dAfwent  mammeTy  though  in  the  some 
sense  of  the  word :  and  hence  arises  your  perplexity  upon  this 
head.  I  wiU  give  you  one  example,  out  of  many,  which  may 
help  to  illustrate  the  case.  The  Father  is  S^rit,  and  the  Son  is 
Spirit ;  but  yet  the  Holy  Ghost  is  emphatically  the  l^rit.  Not 
that  he  is  Spirit  in  any  higher,  or  any  different  sense  of  the  word 
Spirit ;  but  upon  other  accounts,  the  name  of  Spirit  is  empha- 
tically and  more  peculiarly  attributed  to  him.  In  like  manner, 
the  Father  is  God,  the  Son  Ck)d,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  God ;  yet 
the  Father  is  emphatically  the  one  God,  Not  that  he  is  God  in 
any  higher,  or  any  different  sense  of  the  word  God:  but  upon 
other  accounts,  (either  as  he  is  first  Jmovm^  or  as  being  most 
tmiversally    acknowledged**,    or    chiefly    as    being   first    Per- 

^  Quin  et  illud  observatione  dig-  sic  illos  Christus  alloaiiitur :  "  Est  Pa- 

num  est,  Judseos  per  id  tempus,  ut  *<  termeu8,<iuiglorincatme,qiiemyo8 

erant  rudes  et  occsecati,  solum  Deum  "  dicitis  quia  Deus  yester  est,  et  non 

agnovisse   quein    Patrem  mum  esse  "  cognovistis  eum."    Itaque  de  hoc 

Quistus  docuerat — ^iddrco  Joh.  viii.  ipso  Deo,  quern  Judseiaiiimocapiebant, 
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son^y  and  head  of  the  other  two,)  tiiie  name  of  GW,  or  only  Chd^ 
has  been  emphatically  and  more  pecoliariy  appropriated  to  him. 
These  things  being  cleared,  and  set  right,  let  us  now  pass  on. 
What  you  have,  p.  2j,  a8.  about  the  Son's  being  smU,  considered 
even  in  his  divine  nature,  I  readily  admit,  and  never  doubted  of. 
Ndther  do  I  dispute  but  that  he  that  sends^  is  for  that  very 
reason  greater  than  him  that  is  sent ;  greater  in  respect  of  office 
voluntarily  entered  into;  and  greater  in  respect  of  natural  order 
otprtarUy^  which  made  it  proper  for  one  to  submit  to  ike  inferior 
office  rather  than  the  other.  And  therefore  I  have  not  scrupled, 
after  Cyprian,  Novatian,  Athanasius,  Basil,  and  others,  in  my 
Sermons^,  to  admit  that  the  Son  is  greater  than  the  Holy  Ohost ; 
of  which^  if  you  please,  see  a  fiill  and  brief  account,  in  a  book 
referred  to  in  the  margins. 

Your  testimonies,  tiierefore  upon  that  head  might  have  been 
spared,  as  containing  nothing  contradictory  to  me :  unless  perhaps 
Eusebius,  or  the  Council  of  Sirmium  (neither  of  whidi  are  <X  any 
great  authority  with  me)  might  strain  the  notion  rather  too  hi\ 
as  it  is  certain  you  do. 

You  go  on  to  I  Cor.  viii.  6.  where  you  say  the  Son  is  in  the 
most  ewpress  words  excluded.  Excluded  from  being  one  GW  with ' 
the  Father !  Where  ?  Shew  me  the  express  words j  if  you  can. 
I  say,  the  Father  is  there  emphatically  styled  the  one  God ;  and 
the  reason  of  it  is  intimated,  because  of  him  are  all  things ; 
whereas  in  respect  of  the  Son,  they  are  only  hy  him:  which 
shews  a  difference  of  wrder  betwixt  them,  in  existing  and  ope- 
rating. And  this  is  all  you  can  make  of  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  How- 
ever, as  all  things  are  hy  the  Son^  as  well  sm  of  the  Father ;  it 
appears  from  that  very  passage,  that  they  are  both  one  QreaJtor^ 
one  joint-^xiuse  of  all  things.  But  of  this  text  I  have  said  more 
in  my  Sermons  •».  You  wonder  /  shaidd  not  see  in  i  Cor.  viii.  6. 
"  that  if  the  one  Lord  is  included  in  the  one  God,^  (there  tpoken 
of  you  should  have  added,)  ^'  the  whole  reasoning  of  the  Apostle 

uecnon  Judaizantes  hasretici  plerique,  nomine,  quotiens  sine  Filio  nominatur. 

ad  quoe  dedocendos  vel  renitandos  Sine  FiUoautem  nominatur  cum /»rtft- 

Johannes  ista  scribebat,  loqui  sic  ne-  cipaUter  determinatur  ut  prima  per- 

cease  habuit,  ut  diceret  verbum  erat  sona,  quae  ante  Filii  nomen  erat  propo- 

irp6s  r6v  Bf6p,  hoc  est  apud  Ulum  nenda,  quia  pater  ante  cognoscitur,  et 

Deum,  quern  vos,  O  Judaei  et  haeretici,  post  patrem  filius  nominatur.  TerhiU, 

solum  novistis.    Petav.  Dogm,  Theol.  contr,  Prax,  cap.  i8. 

tom.  V.  part.  2.  p»  352.  lib.  xvi.  cap.  4.  '  Sermon  vi.  voL  ii.  p.  laa. 

'  Salvo  enim  Fuio,  recte  trntctim  ^  Leo  Allatius's  Notes  upon  Me- 


Deum  potest  determinasse,  cujus  est    thodius,  p.  102.  in  Fabricius  s  second 

Filius.    Non  enim  desinit  esse  qui    volume  of  Hippoljtus. 

habet  FQiom  ipse  wmeus,  suo  scilicet        ^  Senn.  iL  voL  li.  p.  51,  52,  &c. 
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^  is  quite  taken  away.^  Bat  it  is  easy  to  answer,  that  me  God 
diere  is  iakea  penonaUy :  and  so  I  do  not  pretend  that  it  there 
stands  both  for  Father  and  Son,  but  for  Father  only ;  as  one 
Lord  is  also  taken  there  persofuUly  for  the  Son  only.  Neverthe- 
less, the  giving  the  name  sometimes  to  one  singly,  is  no  argument 
that  the  scMne  name  may  not  also  justly  belong  to  both  together. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  certain,  that  if  both  are  joined  in  the  same 
one  common  Godhead^  either  of  them  singly  has  a  right  to  be 
called  the  one  God^  not  excluding  the  other  from  the  same  right. 
What  you  add  about  SabeUianismy  I  pass  over  here  as  foreign. 
Your  quotation  from  Bp.  Pearson  is  shamefully  abusing  your 
reader,  while  you  conceal  what  would  have  shewn  that  the 
Bishop^s  notion  was  diametrically  opposite  to  yours.  I  have  set 
down  his  words  above^  As  to  Origen'^s  way.  of  solving  the 
Unity ^  it  will  be  seen  hereafter  to  be  directly  contrary  to  yours ; 
as  are  also  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  in  general,  as  wiU  be  seen 
presently.  Eusebius  I  reckon  not  with  the  Ante-Nicenes ; 
unless  you  will  take  in  Athanasius  too,  who  has  two  treatises 
written  before  any  books  now  extant  of  Eusebius.  What  I  had 
said  of  Novatian,  stood  corrected  in  my  two  later  editions  of  my 
Defence,  which  you  might  have  been  so  fair  as  to  look  into. 
I  say,  if  Novatian  did  not  mean  that  Christ  was  God  in  the 
same  sense  with  the  Father,  and  only  God  as  well  as  the 
Father,  it  will  be  hard  to  make  out  the  sense  or  connection  of 
his  inference^  from  John  xvii.  3.  His  reasoning  is  plainly  this ; 
that  Tdien  our  Lord  said,  '^  They  might  know  thee  the  only  true 
^^  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent,^  his  joining 
himself  to  the  Father  in  that  manner  shews  that  he  must 
be  (jh)d  also.  The  strength  of  his  argument  lies  only  in  the  con- 
junction and :  there  are  but  two  constructions  of  it ;  either 
thus.  Enow  thee,  and  aho  know  Jesus  Christ,  (according  to 
which  there  is  nothing  like  an  argument,  at  least  not  according 
to  Novatian,)  or  else  thus.  Thee  the  only  true  God,  and  aho 
Jesus  C3u-ist.  Thus  indeed  the  text  does  afford  an  argument 
of  Christ's  being  God^  and  onJy  God  too.     For  it  comes  to  this, 

i  Page  41^.  tu8  tradidit,  sed  Deo  junxit,  ut  et 

^  Si  noluisset  8e  etiam  Dewn  in-  Deum  per  banc  conjuncdonem,  sicut 

telligi,  cur  addidit»  et  quern  misisti  est,  intelli^vellet.    Est  ergo  creden- 

Jesum  Christum,   nisi   quoniam   et  dum   in    Dominum,    unum    verum 

Deum  acci{n  volnit :    quoniam  si  se  Deum,  et  in  eum  quern  misit  Jesum 

Deum  nollet  intelligi,  addidisset,  et  Christum  consequenter :  qui  se  ne 

quern  misisti  hominem  Jesum  Chris-  quaquam  patri,  ut  dizimus,  junzisset' 

tum ;  nunc  autem  neque  addidit,  nee  nisi    Deum    quoque  intelligi  vdlet' 

se  hominem  nobis  tantununodo  Chris-  Novat.  cap.  14. 
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that  the  Father,  and  (zlso  Christ,  is  the  only  true  Chd.  And  thiis 
Ambrose^  reasons  upon  that  text,  much  after  the  same  way 
with  Novatian :  as  also  do  Athanasiusi"  and  Austin".  Where* 
fore  I  do  not  see  that  I  have  at  all  misrepresented  the  sense  of 
Novatian.  What  you  further  pretend  from  other  parts  of  his 
treatise  is  by  no  means  made  out :  all  being  easily  reconciled 
upon  the  foot  of  the  Son^s  s^AordiTUition  as  a  Son,  or  his  volun- 
tary condescensums^  without  the  least  diminution  of  his  supreme 
authority,  naturally  and  essentially  adhering  to  him.  But  No- 
vatian shall  be  more  distinctly  and  accurately  considered  in  the 
sequel.  You  tell  me,  p.  36.  that  the  Nicene  Creed  professes  the 
Father  tohe  the  one  God ;  as  if  any  one  questioned  it,  or  thought 
it  of  any  weight  in  the  controversy  !  Do  not  I  also  profess  the 
same  thing?  You  add  further,  that  even  the  Post-Nioene 
writers  referred  the  title  of  6  fwvos  ikriOivbs  ©eis,  the  only  true 
God,  to  the  Father  only,  (which  is  a  mistake® ;)  but  what  if 
they  did !  Then  they  reserved  some  peculiar  titles  to  the  Father, 
by  way  of  eminency,  to  distinguish  the  /irst  Person  of  the 
Godhead:  and  that  is  all.  And  if  the  Post-Nicene  writers, 
notwithstanding  their  reserving  some  peculiar  and  eminent 
titles  to  the  Father,  yet  believed  all  the  three  Persons  to 
be  the  one  God;  why  should  the  reserving  of  the  same,  or 
like  titles  to  the  Father,  among  the  Ante-Nicenes,  be  made  any 
argument  against  their  having  the  same  faith  with  those  that 
came  after?  What  you  say  of  Epiphanius,  (p.  37.)  that  he 
understood  the  words  tov  /jlovop  iXrjOivbv  (s>€bvy  in  John  xvii.  3, 


1  "  Ut  cognoBcant  te  solum  verum  or  no  weight.    But  bo  far  as  I  re^ 

"  Deum,et  quern  misisti  Jesum  Chris-  member,  the  title  of  otdy  true  Ckfd,  is 

"  tum ;"    conjunctione    ilia    Patrem  very  often  applied  by  the  Post-Nicene 

utique  copulavit  et  Filium,  ut  Chris-  writers  to  all  the  Persons  together ; 

tum  verum  Demn  a  majestate  Patris  though  perhaps  rarely  to  any  single 

nemo  secemat :  nunquam  enim  con-  Person,  except  the  Father.    Two  m- 

junctio  separat.    Amor,  de  Fid.  lib.  v.  stances  of  the  latter  may  here  suffice, 

cap.  I.   Compare  Hilary,  p.  815.  'O  yap  rov  Bcov  \&vos  fAdvos  Be^r 

"a  Athanas.  Orat.  iii.  p.  558.  oKrjB^Sy  dti  kqI  fwvoya^s  dia  t6  yjSvos 

^  "  £t  quem  misisti  Jesum  Chris-  ^Tvcu,  Q€6s  o>ff  6  Trarfip.    Athanas.  in 

"tum."    Subaudiendmnest, "unum  Psal,  Nov.  Collect,  p.  S^. 

"  verum  Deum  ;**  et  ordo  verborum  Est  ergo  soltts  etverus  Deus  Filius ; 

est,  ''ut  te  et  quem  misisti  Jesum  hsec  enim  et  Filio  pnerogadva  defer- 

"  Christum  cognoscant  uniun  verum  tur.    Andfros.  de  Fid.  lib.  v.  cap.  2. 

"  Deum."    August,  de  IWn.  lib.  vi.  p.  556. 

cap.  9.  p.  849.  As  to  the  want  of  the  article,  it  is 

JPetavius  remarks,  that  Novatian's  of  no  moment,  since  the  words  with- 

was  the  same  with  St.  Austin's.  Petav.  out  the  article  are  as  full  and  erpres- 

de  Trin.  lib.  ii.  cap.  4.  sive  of  the  Catholic  sense  of  the  Son's 

°  I  think  it  not  worth  while  to  divinity  as  possible. 


search  particularly  for  a  thing  of  little 
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of  the  Father  cnUf,  is  true :  but  you  are  prodigiously  out  in  your 
account,  when  you  pretend  from  the  same  Epiphanius,  that 
6  akrieivh^  0€is,  the  true  God^  in  i  John  v.  20.  "  was  in  his 
"time  universally  understood  of  the  Father.""  Athanasius 
quotes  the  words  seven  times ;  constantly  understanding  them  of 
God  the  Son :  Basil  applies  them  in  the  same  manner  P.  So  also 
do  Ambrose,  Jerome,  Faustinus,  and  Didymus.  These  were  all 
contemporaries  of  Epiphanius.  And  I  have  not  yet  met  with 
so  much  as  one  ancient  writer  that  ever  understood  those  words 
in  I  Joh.  V.  ao.  of  God  the  Father.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  Austin, 
Fulgentius,  Vigilius,  Eugenius,  and  the  rest  that  wrote  in  the 
age  next  to  Epiphanius"s,  interpret  the  text  the  same  way :  and 
if  Epiphanius  did  otherwise,  he  is  very  sinffular  in  it,  and  his 
judgment  of  very  little  weight,  against  so  many  considerable 
authors  his  contemporaries.  But  it  is  as  wild  a  consequence  as 
ever  was  drawn,  that  because  Epiphanius  did  not  insist  upon 
this  text,  where  he  had  occasion,  therefore  all  the  other  Fathers, 
(though  we  have  their  own  words  to  vouch  the  contrary,)  under- 
stood that  place  of  God  the  Father.  Mr.  Whiston,  whose  zeal 
sometimes  transports  him,  yet  did  not  care  to  come  up  to  your 
lengths  in  this  matter ;  being  content  only  to  say,  that  ^^  Epi- 
"  phanius  teas  utterly  a  stranger  to  the  Athanasian  exposition^  f " 
which  perhaps  may  be  very  true ;  and  to  the  Arian  exposition 
also.  For  I  will  frankly  own,  I  am  inclinable  to  suspect,  that 
Epiphanius  made  use  of  some  faulty  copy  which  had  not  the 
word  Q>€hsi  but  oKriBivhs  only ;  though  I  have  not  observed  that 
any  other  Greek  writer  had  any  such  faulty  copy.  But  it 
is  certain,  that  some  Latins  read,  hie  est  verm^  et  vita  cetema. 
Hilary' for  one:  and  probably  Faustinus,  though  the  present 
editions  have  Deus:  and  there  is  a  Latin  treatise  among  the 
supposititious  pieces  ascribed  to  Athanasius^,  which  reads  the 
text  the  same  way.  The  author,  probably,  Idatius  Lemicensis, 
about  the  year  458. 

You  have  something  more  to  say  on  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  in  page  38. 
But,  I  think,  I  need  not  add  any  thing  to  what  I  have  before 
said,  referring  also  to  my  Sermons. 

The  next  text  we  are  to  consider  is  Eph.  iv.  6.  "  One  God  and 
^^  Father  of  all,  who  is  above  all,  and  through  aU,  and  in  you  all :"" 

P  See  the  places  referred  to,  Serm.        '  Hilarius,  p.  908.  ed.  Bened. 
vi.  vol.  ii.  p.  133.  •  AthaDasii  Opera  Suppoe.  p.  608. 

<i  Whiaton's  Reply  to  Lord  Not-  ed.  Bened. 
tingham,  p.  35.  Append,  p.  47. 
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a  passage  which,  I  said,  had  by  the  ancients  been  generally  under* 
stood  of  the  whole  Trinity.  Upon  which  you  say,  '^  a  man  must 
^'  have  a  strange  opinion  of  the  ancients,  who  can  think  so.^ 
Your  reason  is^  because  he  is  there  distinguished  from  the 
one  Spirit,  and  the  only  Lord.  And  what  if  the  one  Lord^  and 
one  Spirit  be  there  first  distinctly  named^  I  see  no  absurdity  in 
afterwards  mentioning  and  summing  up  the  three  Persons  in  the 
one  Oody  under  a  threefold  consideration  oiahoveall,  through  aU^ 
and  in  all.  But  we  are  not  now  inquiring  into  the  sense  of  the 
text,  but  into  the  sentiments  of  the  ancients  upon  it,  whose  tes- 
timonies I  have  now  given  in  one  view  in  the  margin  ^  As 
to  Irenseus,  you  deny  that  he  understands  the  text  of  the 
Trinity  ;  referring  to  Dr.  Clarke'*s  Reply  to  Mr.  Nelson,  p.  7 1 .  In 
return  for  which  I  refer  to  "  True  Scripture  Doctrine  continued,^ 
p.  67,  103.  Nor  is  there  any  thing  more  absurd  in  this  con- 
struction of  Irenseus,  than  there  is  in  his  often  reckoning  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost  to  the  Father,  as  being  his  very  self  in  a 
qualified  sense.  Indeed,  nothing  is  more  common  than  for  the 
head  of  a  family,  suppose  Abraham,  to  be  understood  in  a 
stricter  or  larger  sense ;  either  as  denoting  his  own  proper 
person,  or  as  denoting  himself  and  all  his  descendants  considered 
as  contained  in  him,  and  reckoned  to  him.  There  is  therefore 
nothing  strange  or  absurd  in  it,  if  the  a/ndents  sometimes  con- 
sidered God  the  Fa/ther^  the  Head  of  both  the  other  Persons, 
either  in  a  more  restrained,  or  more  enlarged  signification :  it  is 
fact  that  they  did  so,  as  will  be  seen  presently. 

You  {HX>ceed  to  Hippolytus,  and  speak  of  his  spwriofu»nss»  with 
as  much  confidence,  as  if  you  were  able  to  prove  it :  of  which 
more  in  the  sequel.     You  tell  me  also  that  ^^  he  is  against  me  ;''^ 

^  Unus  Deus  Pater  ostenditur,  qui  cVl  frayrwp,  kol  dia  fr<brrc»y,  xal  eV  ira- 

est  "  super  omnia,  et  per  omnia,  et  in  friv*  eirl  ndtmov  fuv  «>;  irar^p,  m  cipx^l 

"  omnibus."     Super  omnia  quidem  xat  mfyriy  diii  wcamap  di  Sta  tov  \6yov. 

Pater,  et  ipse  est  caput  Christi :  per  h  iraa-i  di   iv  t^  nvtvfian  r^  oyi^. 

omnia  autem  Verbum,  et  ipse  est  Caput  Athanas,  p.  676. 

Ecclesiae:  in  omnibus  autem  nobis  Diversitas  autem  praepositionum,  in 

l^ritus,  &c.   Iren*  P-  S^S*  quibus  cUcitur ;  "  unus  Deus,  et  Pater 

OlKovofiia  avfidxavias  awayerat  €is  "  omnium,  ^ui  super  omnes,  et  per 

€va  eebpy  tUydp€<mv  6  ectJr.    'O  yap  "  omnes,  et  m  omnibus,"  diversam 

K€\€vci>v  Trarrfp,  6  dc  viroKoiKav  vi6s,  t6  intelligentiam    sapit.      Super   omnes 

de  awerlCop  dykop  Trpevpa.  *Q  &p  varfjp  enim  est  Deus  Pater,  quia  Auctor  est 

iirl  ndpTcap,  6  0€  vi6s  dta  7rai/ra>v,  ro  dc  omnium.      Per    omnes    Filius,   quia 

Syiop  iTPcvpa  €P  7ra<rip.  SKK<ds  rt  €pa  cunctatranscurrit,yaditque  per  omnia. 

0€6p  popiam  prf  hvpdpsBa,  4ap  p^  Svtcds  In  omnUnu  Spiritus    Sanctus,   quia 

irorpi  Koi  vl^  Ka\  aylif  Trvcv/tari  irtoTfv-  nihil  absque  eo  est.  Hieron.  in  locum, 

a-e^p^.    HippoL  contr.  NoH.  p.  i6.  torn.  iv.  part.  i.  p.  363. 


Els  Ociff  €p  TTJ  €KKKrf(riq.  KrjpvTrerm,  6 
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though  I  think  he  is  oleariy  for  me,  and  that  the  Father  who 
ffiv^  orders^  the  Son  who  executes,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  who 
^fimshes,  are,  with  him,  one  Qod^  as  plainly  as  words  can  make  it, 
both  before  and  after :  which  I  leave  to  the  learned  reader  to 
judge  of.  Only  I  may  add,  in  confirmation  of  Hippolytus's  com- 
ment on  Eph.  iv.  6.  that  he  ",  as  well  as  TertuUian^  and  Irensens, 
comdders  tiie  Father  sometimes  in  a  restrained  sense,  for  the 
Person  of  the  Father,  and  sometimes  in  a  larger^  as  containing 
both  the  other  Persons.  Neitiier  is  Athanasius  against  me,  as 
you  pretend,  but  directly  for  me,  when  he  is  justly  translated, 
without  your  interpolatiom.  '^  In  the  Church,  there  is  preached 
*'  one  God,  who  is  above  all,  and  through  aU,  and  in  aU.  Above 
^^  ally  as  Fatiier,  as  Head,  and  Fountain ;  and  through  all  by  the 
*'  Word ;  and  in  aU  by  the  Holy  Spirit.*"  You,  by  putting  in 
he  in  one  place,  and  his  twice,  have  endeavoured  to  pervert  the 
author^s  true  meaning ;  as  if  Athanasius  had  been  speaking  of 
the  Father  all  the  way,  when  the  one  God  is  his  subject,  and  he 
is  diewing  how  the  one  God  is  considered  in  the  several  Persons 
of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost. 

What  you  have  further  in  page  40,  41.  betrays  either  such 
strange  confusion  of  thought,  or  such  a  peculiar  talent  at  mis- 
representing, that  I  hardly  know  what  to  say  to  it.  But  I  must 
make  some  diort  strictures  upon  it.  I  had  said,  some  texts  are 
meant  of  Christ  as  Mediator ;  upon  which  you  gravely  tell  me, 
that  the  one  Mediator  is  not  apart  of  Christ,  but  the  same  Christ, 
the  same  Person  incarnate,  and  Mediator  in  req)eot  of  boUi 
natures.  I  hope  you  will  remember  this,  when  we  come  to 
speak  of  mediatorial  worship,  which  by  this  account  will  appear 
to  be  strictly  divvne  worship ;  since  a  Mediator  is  God,  as  well 
as  mofl/h.  But  that  by  the  way.  I  must  however  observe,  that 
a  Mediator  is  considered  two  ways,  by  natfwre  or  by  office,  as  the 
Fathers  distinguish.  He  is  Mediator  by  nature,  as  partaking  of 
both  natures,  divine  and  human:  and  Mediator  by  offi>ce,  as 
transacting  matters  between  God  and  man.  The  submitting  to 
this  offi^  is  a  great  instance  of  the  Son's  condescension ;  and  if 
any  low  things  be  said  of  him  considered  as  executing  an  inferior 
office,  voluntarily  undertaken,  they  affect  not  his  real  inherent 
dignity,  or  his  essential  equality  in  all  things  with  the  Father. 

^  T6  dc  fray  narrip,  €*£  o^  bvvafus  tulL  contr.  Prow,  c.  a. 
\6yos.  Hipp. p.  14.  Pater  tota  substantia  est;    Fllius 

X  Untis  omnia,  dum  ex  uno  omnia,  vero  derivatio  et  portio  totius.  Ibid, 

per  snbstantiae  §€ilictt  unitatem.  Ter^  c.  9. 
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It  is  not  that  he  is  really  a  servant^  or  subject^  under  the  Father^s 
dominion;  but  that  he  has  been  pleased  to  take  upon  him  a 
ministerial  part :  so  that  now  you  may  see  how  little  pertinence 
or  sense  there  is  in  your  wide  and  loose  talk  (p.  41.)  about  two 
Persons  in  Christ,  and  about  Oerinthus,  or  whatever  else  came 
into  your  head  ;  to  give  you  a  handle  to  fill  your  margin  with 
strange,  frightful,  impertinent  quotations,  to  prejudice  weak 
readers. 

Your  43d,  44th,  and  45th  pages,  containing  little  but  decla- 
motion^  I  pass  over :  when  you  have  any  thing  that  looks  like 
serious  reasoning,  I  will  attend  you. 

I  have,  I  hope,  sufficiently  made  it  appear,  that  the  texts 
which  you  brought  to  excltide  the  Son,  prove  nothing  like  it ; 
as  I  before  shewed,  that  you  could  not  answer  the  texts  alleged 
to  prove  the  contrary.  I  should  now  be  willing  to  go  regularly 
on  to  antiquity^  after  the  method  laid  down  above.  But  in  your 
25th  page,  you  have  thrown  some  metaphyseal  jargon  in  my 
way,  and  of  which  you  are  so  confident  as  to  say,  that  unless  I 
can  reply  to  it,  "  all  other  things  are  to  no  purpose.''  This  is  the 
man  that  builds  nothing  upon  metaphysics.  Indeed,  I  cannot 
but  wonder  at  your  unaccountable  conduct  in  this  controversy. 
If  you  really  think  the  received  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  to  be 
absurd  in  itsdf^  and  therefore  impossible  to  be  proved,  why  do 
you  amuse  us  with  Scripture  and  Fathers ;  as  if  the  stress  of  the 
question  lay  there,  when,  according  to  you,  it  doth  not  ?  You 
should  rather  have  wrote  a  philosophical  dissertation  to  shew, 
that  the  notion  itself  is  contradictory,  and  such  as  no  Scripture 
or  Fathers  can  prove.  This  is  really  your  meaning.  And  as 
the  first  question  always  is,  whether  a  thing  he  possible^  and  next 
whether  it  be  true ;  you  should  have  begun  with  the  point  of  the 
possibility^  without  meddling  at  all  with  Scripture  or  Fathers : 
which  are  impertinently  brought  in,  while  the  question  of  the 
possibility  remains  in  suspense.  But  if  you  resolve  to  put  the 
cause  upon  Scripture  and  Fathers^  then  your  metaphysics^  which 
relate  to  the  possibility  of  the  doctrine,  are  very  impertinent,  and 
oome  out  of  place :  because  the  possiMlity  is  to  be  always  pre- 
supposed before  we  join  issue  upon  Scriptwre  and  antiquity. 
But  to  leave  you  to  take  your  own  way,  however  peculiar  or 
preposterous,  let  us  examine  a  little  into  those  marvellous  subtil- 
ties,  which  you  lay  such  weight  upon.  Your  design  is  to  prove 
that  the  same  God  is  and  must  be  the  same  Person^  and  that 
therefore  tuoo  or  more  Person^  cannot  be  one  Ood.    If  you  can 
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make  this  out,  the  business  is  done  at  once  ;  and  our  dispute  is 
at  an  end.  Several  ways  have  been  attempted  by  Dr.  Clarke 
before,  which  now  seem  to  be  given  up  as  unsatisfactory.  It 
was  once  a  principle,  a  maxim  with  him,  that  a  person  is  a  being, 
and  that  two  individual  beings  cannot  be  one  individual  being. 
I  have  heard  no  more  of  this,  since  the  Doctor  has  been  apprised, 
that  his  own  hypothesis  of  the  divine  substance  being  extended, 
could  not  stand  with  his  famed  maxim ;  every  part  of  that  sub- 
stance being  considered  as  Being,  and  yet  all  but  cm  Being, 
The  Doctor  however,  and  you,  still  resolve  to  hold  to  your  cow- 
chmon  against  the  Trinity ;  and  to  seek  for  new  premises^  wher- 
ever you  can  find  or  make  them.  After  some  deliberation,  comes 
out  this  syllogism : 

There  must  be  identiccUness  of  U/e,  to  make  the  same  God. 

But  three  dijerent  Persons  cannot  have  identicahiess  of  life. 

Therefore  three  different  Persons  cannot  be  the  same  God. 

This  afterthought^  which  has  took  you  up  so  much  time  and 
pains,  is  at  length  good  for  nothing  v  except  it  be  to  set  weak 
persons  a  musing  upon  the  new  thing,  called  identical  life. 
Whatever  it  be,  you  might  as  well  have  formed  twenty  syllogisms 
as  one,  and  all  of  the  same  value.  For  you  might  have  argued, 
that  three  persons  cannot  have  identicahess  of  power,  or  identical' 
ness  of  toill,  or  identicalness  of  wisdom ;  or,  to  say  all  in  a  word, 
identicalness  of  essence^  which  includes  every  thing.  But  when 
you  have  done  your  utmost,  the  main  question,  viz.  what  is  or  is 
not  identical^  stands  just  where  it  did,  and  you  are  not  advanced 
a  tittle  further  than  before.  There  is  the  same  rule  for  life^  and 
for  every  thing  else  you  can  invent,  as  there  is  for  the  essence. 
The  life  is  common  to  all  the  Persons,  as  the  essence  is  ;  and  it  is 
identical  in  all,  yjust  as  the  essence  is  identical.  So  much  for 
syllogism:  pity  it  could  be  no  more  serviceable,  in  a  case  of 
extremity. 

You  are  often  puzzling  your  reader,  and  yourself,  upon  a  very 
abstruse  and  intricate  question ;  whether  any  thing,  or  what, 
can  make  two  persons  or  more  one  God,  The  short  of  the  case 
is  this ;  the  Christian  Churches  have  collected  from  Scripture^ 
that  three  Persons  are  one  God:  and  believing  the  thing  to  be 
fact^  they  have,  according  to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  resolved 

y  Propter  unam  eandemque  natu-    nus  Deus  noster.  August,  Epist,  x,  ad 
ram,  atque  inseparabilem  vitam,  ipsa    Max,  p.  609. 
Trinitas intelligitur  unus  Domi- 

VOL.  II.  p  f 
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the  Unity  into  canstibstcmtiaUtyy  mseparaUUty^  and  Unity  of 
origination ;  findings  (or  at  least  believing  that  they  had  found,) 
that  Scripture  had  also  signified  the  three  things  now  mentioned. 
This  account  appears  as  probable  as  any ;  neither  perhaps  can 
human  wit  invent  any  thing  beyond  it.  But  still  it  must  be  said, 
that  little  depends  upon  stating  the  manner  how  the  three 
Persons  are  conceived  to  be  one  God:  ihofout  is  the  one  material 
point.  If  Scripture  really  makes  them  expressly,  or  by  necessary 
consequence,  one  God;  I  know  not  what  men  have  to  do  to 
dispute  about  intelligent  agents^  and  identical  lives^  4*<?.  as  if  they 
understood  better,  than  God  himself  does,  what  one  God  is ;  or 
as  if  philosophy  were  to  direct  what  shall  or  shall  not  be  Tritheism, 
Jews,  and  Pagans,  and  Heretics  of  several  denominations,  have 
often  charged  the  Christian  and  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
with  Tritheism,  The  Fathers  of  the  Church  have  as  constantly 
denied  the  charge;  giving  such  reasons  as  I  have  mentioned, 
why  it  is  not,  and  therefore  should  not  be  called,  Tritheism, 
One  general  reason  might  have  sufficed  for  all,  viz.  That  the 
Unity  of  the  Trinity  is  too  strict  and  close  to  admit  of  the  name 
or  notion  of  Tritheism,  This  is  ending  the  dispute  at  once, 
without  further  inquiry  into  the  nature  of  that  Unity;  unless 
the  adversary  can  shew  (which  is  impossible)  that  no  Unity 
whatever  can  be  sufficient  to  make  more  Persons  than  one,  one 
Being,  one  Svhstancey  one  God,  If  we  are  to  build  our  faith  on 
Scriptwre,  such  an  Unity  there  may  be,  because  there  really  is. 
Philosophy,  falsely  so  called,  may  reclaim  against  it ;  but  having 
no  certain  principle  of  reason  to  go  upon,  no  rule  whereby  to 
judge,  whether  the  one  God  be  one  Person  or  more ;  it  is  evi- 
dent, that  this  point  must  at  length  be  determined  by  Scripture 
alone ;  and  that  must  be  the  true  Unity  of  the  Godhead,  which 
Scripture  (according  to  its  most  reasonable  and  natural  con- 
struction) has  given  us  for  such. 

But  it  is  high  time  now  to  come  to  antiquity ;  which  has  been 
so  long  staved  off,  and  yet  must  make  a  great  part  of  our  dis- 
course under  this  Query.  I  shaped  out  my  method  into  four 
particulars,  which  may  be  seen  above. 

I.  The  first  particular  is,  that  the  ancients  have  in  accounting 
for  the  texts  relating  to  the  Unity,  declared  their  judgment,  that 
idols  only,  or  other  Gods,  are  thereby  excluded,  and  not  God 
the  Son. 

I  cited  Irenseus  for  this  purpose,  where  he  says,  that  the  holy 
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Scriptures  declare,  that  the  cUone  God^  excluding  others,  made 
all  things  by  his  Word^,  That  is,  other  Oods  are  excluded,  not 
God  the  Son,  who  is  not  another  Oody  according  to  Irenseus ;  as 
we  shall  see  under  the  next  article.  I  observed  further,  that  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost  are  the  very  self  of  the  Father,  according 
to  Irenseus ;  as  the  Father  is  also  the  self^  of  them :  wherefore 
it  can  never  be  imagined  that  either  of  them  is  excluded  from 
the  one  God. 

Let  us  go  on  to  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  who  frequently  teaches 
the  same  thing.  He  says,  that  "  the  Father  of  all  things  is 
"  alone  perfect  C  immediately  adding,  "  for  in  him  is  the  Son, 
**  and  in  the  Son  the  Father  **.*"  This  writer  could  never  believe, 
that  the  exclusive  terms  were  intended  in  opposition  to  Crod  the 
Son,  In  another  place,  he  says,  ^'  he  that  is  the  alone  God, 
"  is  also  the  alone  just  i"^*  and  soon  after  adds,  that  ^^  he,  (the 
"  Father)  considered  as  Father,  is  called  that  only  which  he  is, 
'*  good ;  but  as  the  Son,  who  is  his  Word,  is  in  the  Father, 
**  he  is  styled  just,  on  account  of  the  mutual  relation  to  each 
"  otherc.*"  A  few  pages  lower,  he  observes  that  **  no  one  is 
"  good,  but  the  Father  C^  adding  presently  after,  that "  the  God 
*'  of  the  universe  is  one  only,  good,  just.  Creator,  the  Son  in  the 
"  Father^  to  whom  be  glory d,  &c.'*'  What  a  stranger  must 
Clemens  have  been  to  your  novel  divinity,  whereby  you  would 
exclude  the  Son  from  being  one  God  with  the  Father  ! 

Tertullian's  doctrine  in  this  point  is  very  well  known,  and  that 
he  expressly  interprets  the  exclusive  t^rms  in  opposition  to  idols 
only,  or  false  Gods,  or  other  Gods ;  not  to  God  the  Son,  who  is 
not  another  God «.  And  so  now  I  may  come  to  the  proof  of  my 
second  article. 


*  Universap  Scripturse unum  et  yhp  6  v\hst  Koi  «V  t^  v\^  6  irar^p. 

solum  Deum,  ad  excludendos  aliosy  Clem.  Alex,  p.  129. 

prsBdicent  omnia  fecisse  per  verbmn  ^  kirrhs  fwvos  tttv  Bcor,  koI  dUtuos 

Buum,  8cc,  Iren.  lib.  ii.  cap.  27.  p.  155.     tariv  6  aMs  xal  fi6vos Ka06  fuv 

•  Si  enim  ezistens  in  Patre  cog-  rrarfip  voctroi,  ayaB6s  t>p  avrb  ix6pov  o 
no8cit,  hnnc  in  quo  est,  hoc  est  semet-  i<rri,v  mkKijtm  dyaBos,  Ka6h  dc  vlbs,  &v 
ipsum,  non  ignoret.  Iren.  p.  I39'  6  \6yos  avrov,  cv  r^  Trorpi  eWi,  ductuos 

Fecit  ea  per  semetipsum,  hoc  est  per  Trpoo-oyopcvfrcu,  «V  r^f  irp6s  SXXrfKa 

Verbum  et  Sapientiam  siiam.   p.  163.  (rx^a-tm^.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  140. 

Fecit  ea  per  semetipgum  :  hoc  est  ^  OldeU  aya36s  €l  fi^  6  nar^p  avrov 

per  Verbum  et  Stmientiam  suam.  Adest    Karafpopis  ro  t&p  avfxndvrap  Bt6p 

enim  ei  semper  Verbmn  et  Sapientia,  hfa  fidpop  tlpai,  ayad6p,  dUcuop,  drjtu- 

FUius  et  Sptritus,  per  quos  et  m  qui-  ovoy6p,  vi6p  €v  narpi,  ^  fj  d6(a  &c. 

bus  omnia  libere  et  sponte  fecit,  p.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  143. 

353.  «  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  388, 389. 

^  'AfTcdci^oficv fiopop    b€    f  twu  Itaoue  prseter  semetipsum  non  esse 

rcXooy  t6p  nartpa  r&p  Sktip'  h  avr^  aliumDeum ;  hoc  propter  idololatriam 

Ffa 
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2.  That  the  ancients  always  declared  against  admitting  another 
God,  and  denied  constantly  that  the  Son  was  another  God. 

Justin  M.  in  his  Dialogue  with  Trypho^,  declares,  that  there 
never  was  nor  will  be  {iWos  G€osi)  another  God  besides  the 
Maker  of  the  universe.  And  in  a  fragment  cited  by  Trenseus, 
he  says,  he  could  not  have  given  credit  even  to  our  Lord  him- 
self, had  he  preached  up  any  other  God  (&XXov  <e>€bv)  besides  the 
Creators. 

Irenseus  is  very  express  to  the  same  purpose  in  more  places 
than  one,  declaring  against  admitting  another  God*^.  And  if  you 
would  know,  how  then  he  could  consistently  admit  another 
Person  to  be  God,  besides  the  Father;  he  will  tell  you,  as 
before  seen,  that  the  Son  is  considered  as  the  very  self  of  the 
Father,  and  that  they  are  not  another  and  another  God^. 

Tertullian  is  another  voucher  of  the  same  thing.  "  There  is,'' 
says  he,  "  one  God,  the  Father ;  and  there  is  none  other  besides 
"  him.  By  which  he  does  not  mean  to  exclude  the  Son,  but 
"  (mother  God ;  now  the  Son  is  not  another  besides  the  Father  ^^.'^ 

Origen  shall  be  our  next  evidence ;  who  in  his  famous  piece 
against  Gelsus,  (the  most  to  be  depended  on,  both  for  the 
uncorruptness  of  the  copies,  and  the  accuracy  of  the  thoughts 
contained  in  it,)  does  in  a  very  remarkable  manner  teach  the 
same  doctrine. 

He  having  charged  his  adversary  with  the  worship,  not  of  one 
God,  but  of  GodsK  (N.  B.)  though  all  the  inferior  deities  were 
supposed  8ubordin(xte  to  one  supreme,  comes  afterwards  to  answer 
the  like  charge,  retorted  by  Celsus™ ;  the  charge  of  worshipping 
iXXov  (0€oz;),  another  God,  besides  the  one  supreme  God.     Now^ 


tam  nationum  quam  Israelis :  etdam  onmia  subjiciente  ei  Patre,  et  ab  om- 

propter  JuBreticos,  qui  sicut  nationes  nibus  accipiens  testimonium,  quoniam 

manibus,  ita  et  ipsi  verbis  idola  fabri-  vere  homo,  et  vere  Deua,  &c.  p.  235. 

cantur,  id  est,  alium  Deum,  et  alium  Vid.  Massuet,  Dissert,  Pr<BV.  p.  131. 
Christum.  Tert.  contr.Prax,  cap.  18.        ^  Unus  Deus,  Pater,  et  a/it»  absque 

'  Just.   M.   Dial.  p.  34.  ed.  Jeb.  eo  non  est:  quod  ipse  inferens,  non 

See  this  explained  at  large  in  my  Reply  Filium  negat,  sed  alium  Deum.    Cae- 

to  Dr.  Whitby,  IX.  i.  &c.  vol.  ii.  terum  alius  a  Patre  Filius  non  est. 

e  Just.  M.  Fragm.  p.  408.  ed.  Jeb.  Tert.  contr,  Prax,  cap.  18. 

^  Alterum  Deum,  praeter  eum  qui        ^  *Ek€uh)s  fie  noXKovs  rffias  dMcKav 

est,  non  requiremus.   Iren,  p.  156.  o-c/Sciv  3€ovs,  BtSiv  iiJakXov  Si^cXcy — 

Alterum  Deum  minime  possitis  os-  Xcycii/  jSao-iXctov,  ^€p  Qtw.    Orig. 

tendere,  p.  157.  contr.  Cels.  p.  385. 

Nee  tunc  quidem  oportuit  alterum        ™  El  /icv   617  iirfiiva  S>Ckov  iB^pd- 

Deum  annuntiari,  p.  233.  irevov  oirroi  irX^v  €pa  &€6v,  ^v  av  tis 

^  Non  ergo  alius  erat  qui  cogno-  avrotr  Io-kas  np6s  rovs  SKKovs  artvrif 

scebatur,  et  alius  qui  dicebat,  nemo  \6yos'  wtn  dc,  8ic.  Ibid, 
cognoscit  Patrem,  sed  unua  et  idem. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.  II.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  437 

how  does  Origen  answer  it  i  Plainly,  by  denying  the  fact,  that 
the  Christians  did  worship  iXkov^  another^  (i.  e.  God,)  besides 
the  God  of  the  universe.  His  reason  is,  because  Father  and 
Son  are  <me^.  This  was  the  only  way  he  had  to  get  off  the 
charge  of  worshipping  (mother  God^  besides  the  Father,  by  taking 
both  into  oney  and  considering  both  as  one  in  the  wordiip. 
Wherefore  he  concludes,  a  little  after,  "  we  therefore  worship,  as 
*'  before  said,  one  God,  the  Father  and  the  Son.*"  This  was 
Origen's  resolution  of  the  grand  point  in  debate,  between  Christ- 
ians and  Pagans,  as  to  the  charge  of  Polytheism  ;  in  answer  to 
one  of  the  sharpest  adversaries  the  Christians  ever  had,  in 
a  solemn  and  accurate  treatise,  wrote  in  the  name  and  in  defence 
of  the  Church,  wrote  by  the  author  then  above  sixty  years  old  ; 
and  (as  critics  now  agree)  after  he  had  been  admonished  by 
Fabian  of  Borne,  for  his  want  of  caution  at  other  times,  and 
therefore  was  the  more  likely  to  keep  strictly  up  to  the  sonse  of 
the  Church,  in  an  article  especially  of  so  momentous  importance. 
He  did  not  pretend  that  a  mibordinate  God,  purely  because 
svhordinate^  would  not  be  another  God,  or  would  not  make  tvx> 
Gods:  the  Pagans,  in  that  silly  way,  might  have  cleared  them- 
selves of  the  charge  of  Polytheism  ;  as  Origen  well  knew.  He 
did  not  pretend  to  say,  that  the  Father  rndtf  was  God,  because 
God  in  a  high  sense,  (which  the  Pagans  could  also  have  said 
of  their  one  8vprem>e  God,  and  so  have  got  clear  of  Polytheism^) 
but  he  answered  upon  the  true  and  standing  principles  of  the 
Christian  Church,  that  Father  and  Son  were  one  God,  and 
the  Son  not  another  God.  This  acquitted  the  Christians  of 
Polytheism^  and  left  the  charge  fixed  and  unremovable  upon  the 
Pagans. 

We  have  seen  then  that  the  ancierUs  never  would  own  another 
God,  that  they  constantly  declared  against  it ;  and  even  in  the 
particular  case  of  God  the  Son,     It  is  to  the  same  purpose,  that 

^  A€KT€Op  Bi  Kal  np6s  tovto,  ori,  worshipped  not  uno/WGcxi;  Son  and 

tlirto  v€vofiK€i  6  KcXo-or  t6,  ^a>  Kal  6  Father  being  one  Crod,  as  he  also  in 

narrfp  €v  ttrfup'  koX  t6  tv  rvxfj  fiprjfuvov  the  same  pl^e  expressly  asserts. 
vir6  Tov  vlov  rov  Otov  €v  rf  ,  ox  eym  Kal         I  may  nere  add  a  passage  out  of  the 

aif  €p  €0'fjL€v'  otfK  hp  ^ro  ffiMs  KCLi  Acts  of  Pionius's  Martyrdom ;  which 

SKKov  $tpajr€V€iv  naph  t6v  arl  ncun  have  the  appearance  of  being  true  and 

Otdv.  N.  B.  After  SXXop    must  be  genuine. 

understood  ec<5v:  for  Origen  could        Polemon    (rogat),    Quem    Deum 

not  i)retend  to  say,  that  the  Christians  colis  ?  Respondet  (Asclepiades),  Chris- 

'  no  other  Person,  besides  tum.     Polemon.  Quid  ergo  ?  Iste  o^cr 


the  Father,  (when  immediately  after  est  ?  Respondit :  Non ;  sed  ipse 
he  owns,  that  thev  worshippea  both  quem  et  ipsi  paulo  ante  confess! 
Father  and  Son,)  but  only  that  they    sunt.  lUdnart,  Act,  Martyr,  p.  144. 
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they  as  constantly  denied  tv)0  GodSy  or  three  Oods:  as  may 
appear  from  many  testimonies :  which  being  well  known,  I  shall 
only  refer  to  one  or  two  in  the  margin  o.  Nay,  it  was  a  prin- 
ciple so  fixed  and  rivetted  in  the  heart  of  every  pious  Christian, 
that  they  would  rather  have  died  than  have  ever  admitted 
GodSy  or  Lords ;  as  is  plainly  intimated  by  TertullianP. 

Hitherto,  perhaps  you  tell  me,  that  you  and  the  ancients 
can  agree,  (that  is,  in  words^)  for  neither  do  you  assert  another 
God,  or  another  Lard,  nor  two  Godsy  or  ttoo  Lords.  To  which  I 
answer,  that  as  to  another  Lord,  you  have  said  it  in  terms  :  and 
by  necessary  consequence,  you  assert  another  God;  yea,  ttoo 
GodSy  and  two  Lords,  Nor  have  I  ever  met  with  a  more 
deplorable  example  of  self-contradiction,  and  resolute  opposition 
to  the  most  evident  truth,  than  your  pretending  that  Father 
and  Son  are  not  two  Gods,  while  you  affirm  each  to  be  a  God^ 
and  deny  their  being  both  together  one  God.  But  we  will  go  on 
with  the  ancients;  who,  like  wise  and  honest  men,  as  they 
would  not  admit  another  God,  or  ttoo  Gods,  so,  consistently  with 
themselves, 

3.  They  as  constantly  taught,  that  Father  and.  Son  were  one 
Gody  or  the  same  God :  and  thus  they  settled  that  grand  article 
of  the  Christian  faith.  I  will  shew  this  plainly  by  clear  and 
express  evidence,  and  shall  answer  your  exceptions  to  every 
writer,  as  I  go  along.  I  have,  in  some  measure,  anticipated 
myself  upon  this  head,  in  my  Sermons  M,  and  elsewhere :  and  there- 
fore shall  sometimes  content  myself  with  references.  Let  us  take 
the  authors  in  order  of  time,  fixing  also  the  time  of  their  writing^ 
according  to  the  latest  and  best  accounts. 

A.  D.  145.  Justin  Martyr. 

As  to  Justin  Martyr,  I  do  not  here  produce  him  as  one,  who, 
in  express  terms,  has  ever  styled  Father  and  Son  om  God.  But 
that  he  believed  the  thing  may  be  made  out  two  ways.  i.  As 
he  declares  for  the  worship  of  God  ahne,  at  the  same  time 
admitting  the  worship  of  all  the  three  Persons :  which  is  implicitly 

o  E?  6«  oZv  6  \6yoi  np6s  t6v  Q€6v,  venire,  DeosetDomino^nominaremus; 

Gf^r  il>p,Tiodv<f>ria'€Lcvavrisbvo\€y€iv  extinxissemus  faces  nostras,  etiam  ad 

$€ovs;  Svo  fiiv  ovK  €p&  $€ovs,  aXV  fj  martyria  timidiores,  qnibus  evadendi 

€va,  TTpSa-ama  §€  dvo  &c.   Hipp,  contr,  quoque    pateret    occasio,  jurantibus 

No?t,    p.     15.    Vid.   Epist.   Svnod.  statim  per  Deo5  et  Domtnos,  ut  quidam 

Antioch.  contr.  Samosat.  Labbe  torn,  haeretici,  quorum  Dtt  ji^e^.    TeriuU. 

i.  p.  845.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  13. 

P  Csetenun  si  conscientia  nostra,  ^  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  U.  p.  178, 

qua  scimus  Dei  nomen  et  Domini,  et  Sec. 
Patri,  et  Rlio,  ct  Spiritui  Sancto  con* 
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including  all  the  three  in  the  dUme  God,  (The  pretence  of 
inferior  worship  shcJl  be  answered  in  its  place.)  2.  As  declaring 
that  God  the  Son  is  not  another  Gfod^  besides  the  Maker  of  all 
things,  (that  is  the  Father^)  as  hath  been  remarked  above  i^. 
You  have  some  things  to  object  to  what  I  produce  from  Justin, 
under  another  article:  and  there  I  shall  consider  them  as 
I  come  to  them. 

A.  D.  170.  LuciAN,  a  pagan  writer. 

The  famous  testimony  out  of  Lucian'^s  Dialogue,  inscribed 
4>iXo7raTpis,  I  produced  in  my  eighth  Sermon",  to  prove  that,  at 
that  time,  the  Christians  |;)elieved  three  in  one^  and  otw  in  three^ 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  one  God  supreme.  It  is  so  noted 
a  testimony  that  I  need  not  here  repeat  it. 

There  has  been  some  doubt,  as  I  intimated  in  my  Sermons, 
whether  Lucian  was  the  author  of  the  Dialogue ;  but  all  agree, 
that  it  was  either  Lucian  himself,  or  a  contemporary y  if  not 
a  more  ancient  writer  ^ ;  which  serves  our  purpose  as  well. 

A.  D.  177.  Athenagoras. 
I  produced  also,  in  my  Sermons",  this  ancient  and  excellent 
writer,  as  a  voucher  for  the  truth  of  this  doctrine,  that  Father 
and  Son  are  one  God.  I  shall  not  repeat  what  I  there  said,  or 
in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  289,  290.  but  referring  the  reader  thither^ 
shall  proceed  to  answer  your  objections.  You  begin  with 
lessening  the  credit  of  the  author,  (p.  105.)  as  being  "full  of 
"  very  obscure  notions  ;^  a  character  you  would  give  to  any 
writer  that  v&fall  of  the  doctrine  of  a  coetemal  and  consvibstantial 
Trinity.  You  object,  that  "  he  describes  this  very  doctrine  in  a 
"  way  directly  condemned  by  Justin  Martyr,  and  even  by 
"  Athanasius  himself,  for  Gnostic  or  Sabellian ;  making  the 
"  Holy  Ghost  an  emanation,  like  a  ray  shot  forth  from  the  sun, 
"  flowing  from  it,  and  returning  to  it.*"  But  Athenagoras^s 
doctrine  is  far  from  being  the  same  with  that  which  Justin 
condemns.  He  always  speaks  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  as 
real  and  pennanent^  not  as  the  heretics  in  Justin  did,  who 
supposed  them  to  be  dissolved^  and  in  a  manner  extinct\  And 
Athenagoras  did  not   teach  a  nominal  distinction  only  of  the 


'  See  my  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby,  16.  p.  504.  and  Le  Moyne,  Varia  Sacr. 

IX.  I.  &c.  vol.  ii.  vol.  ii.  p.  187. 

•  Sermon  viii.  vol.  ii.  p.  178,  &c.  ^  Sermon  viii.  vol.  ii.  p.  178. 

t  Vid.  Bull.  Def.  F.  p.  73.  Jud.  *  Justin.  M.  Dial.  p.  loa,  372.  Jeb, 
33.  Fabricius  Bibl.  Graec.  lib.  iv.  cap. 
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Persons,  but  a  real  distinction  of  orders ;  which  is  directly 
opposite  to  the  tenets  of  those  heretics  described  in  Justin. 
Athenagoras  always  speaks  of  the  Spirit  as  tmited  with  the 
Father  and  the  Son :  and  as  he  took  the  Father  and  Son  for  real 
Persons,  he  must  of  consequence  think  the  same  of  the  Holy 
Spirit;  so  that  there  is  little  or  no  resemblance  between 
the  two  notions.  Besides  that,  if  you  had  carefully  observed  the 
passage  on  which  you  ground  your  remark,  you  might  have 
perceived  that  nothing  more  is  meant,  than  fehat  the  Spirit  was 
sometimes  sent  to  the  Prophets^  and  again  returned  to  him  that 
sent  him.  As  to  the  use  of  the  word  iiroppoia,  and  the  doctrine 
of  emanation^  it  was  neither  simply  approved  nor  condemned 
in  the  Christian  Church,  but  according  as  it  was  understood ; 
just  as  irpofiokfi^  or  prolatio,  was  condemned  by  Irenseus  and 
Tertullian  in  one  sense,  admitted  in  another :  and  as  the  notion 
of  a  koyos  ivbidOerosy  or  Trpo<f>opiKbs^  was  either  approved  or  con- 
demned, according  to  its  various  construction  and  acceptation ; 
as  I  have  remarked  in  my  first  Sermon  z.  You  find  fault  with 
my  construction  of  voovfi€v  yhp  koL  vlbv  tov  0€ov.  For  toe  v/ntter- 
stand,  or  tacitly  include,  OoiTs  Son  aho,  in  G^oe^- before  spoken 
of*.  That  this  is  the  true  meaning,  I  prove  first  from  the 
words  immediately  preceding.  Athenagoras  having  declared, 
that  the  Christians  could  not  be  atheists,  because  they  acknow- 
ledged one  God,  who  had  made,  adorned,  and  preserved  the 
universe  by  his  I^os^  or  Word^  immediately  adds,  voovil^v  yhp 
Kol  vlbv  TOV  0€ov,  referring  to  the  \6yos  he  had  just  before 
mentioned,  as  contained  in  Ood^  that  did  all  things  by  him. 

2.  This  sense  is  also  confirmed  by  what  follows;  where 
he  says,  ^'  Father  and  Son  are  one ;  the  Son  being  in  the 
"  Father,  and  the  Father  in  the  Son,  by  the  Unity  and  power 
"  of  the  Spirit  ^'' 

3.  The  same  thing  is  further  proved  from  Athenagoras^s 
joining   (when  he  is  again  answering  the  charge  of  atheism) 

y  A6y<^  B€dr}fiiovpyTjTcu,  kcu  t^  Trap*  *  Sermon  i.  vol.  ii.  p.  32,  35. 

avrov   irveuyLori   avvcx^frai   rh  iravra,  *  *Y<^*  oif  yryei/i/TOi  t6  way  Oih  rov 

Athen.  p.  28.  avrov  \6yov,   koi  buiK€K6(ryafTcu,,   Koi 

1vvq.0€i  Bi  7W  X($yQ>  Ka\  t6  iroof^rfviKhv  ovyKpareiTat,  B€6v  Syovrts  Ikovw  /loi 

fiV€Vfia Kai  Toi  Ka\  aMt  to  cWpyoOv  didfiKTcu'    voovfuv  yhp   Koi   vlbv    tov 

ToistKft>(ii>yov(riirpo<f>TfTiK£sSyiop7rv€Vfia  Beov,  &c. 

atrSppoiav  tlvai  (fxifUv  tov  Bfov,  dirop'  ^  *Ev6s  Svto£  tov   iraTphs   kclL  tov 

piovy  Ka\    i'irava<f>€p6p€vov    m  axrlva  vlov'    Svtos  dc  tov  viov  iv  iraToi,  kcu 

rjkiovy  p.  40.  dk€ixvvvTa9  avT&v  Ka\  rffv  naTphs   iv   vif ,    iv^TtfTi,   Koi    dwdpti 

iv  Tij  ivaxtn,   dvvapiv,  Ka\  Trjv  tv  Trj  irvevpaTov,  p.  38, 

Ta^i  buup€(riv,  p.  40.  Vid.  p.  46,  9^. 
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Father  and  Son  together :  and  as  before  he  had  the  phrase  of 
€>€6p  iyovT€Sy  speaking  of  the  Father  smgly,  now  he  applies  the 
same  phrase  to  both^. 

4.  I  further  vindicated  this  construction,  in  my  Defence,  vol. 
i.  p.  290.  by  parallel  expressions  of  Athanasius  and  Tertullian : 
wherefore,  I  conceive,  it  may  still  stand. 

But,  though  you  seem  to  allow  that  Athenagoras  comprehends 
both  in  one  Qod^  yet  you  say,  he  does  "  not  so  comprehend  both 
^'  in  the  one  God,  as  that  one  is  as  much  the  one  supreme  God 
"  as  the  other  '^  which  I  cannot  make  sense  of.  "  Nor  does 
"  he,"'  say  you,  "any  where  suppose  the  Son,  as  such^  but  only 
"  the  internal  Reason  of  the  Father,  to  be  dfSios,  eternal^  But 
if  Reason  or  Wisdom  be  only  a  different  name  of  the  same 
Person,  the  Person  of  the  Son,  considered  in  different  circum- 
stances, and  at  different  times,  (as  Bishop  Bull  has  fully  demon- 
strated,) then  the  Son  is  dfttos  according  to  this  writer.  "  On 
"  the  contrary,*"  you  say,  "  that  Athenagoras  expressly  affirms 
"  the  unbegotten  God  alone  to  be  eternal.'*^  But  the  reading 
there  should  be  iyivrjros  with  single  i^,  as  I  shall  shew  hereafter, 
and  in  the  one  unmade,  or  necessary  existing  G^d,  is  contained 
God  the  Wiyrd^. 

You  go  on,  (p.  108.)  to  charge  Athenagoras  with  the  ridiculous 
notion  of  the  Son's  being  nothing  (before  his  generation)  but 
the  Father^s  internal  Reason ;  that  is,  nothing  but  an  attribttte, 
I  hope  you  do  not  expect  an  answer  to  these  pretences,  so  long 
as  Bishop  BulPs  confutation  of  them  stands  untouched.  The 
English  reader  may  see  what  is  sufficient  on  that  head,  in  my 
Defence®  and  Sermons^.  Bishop  Bull,  you  say,  acknowledges 
Athenagoras  meant  that  the  "  Son  is  the  same  with  respect  to 
"  the  Father,  as  the  internal  reason  is  to  the  mind  of  men.**^ 
Bishop  Bull  says  no  such  thing.  How  shall  we  trust  you  in 
your  reports  of  the  Ftxthers,  when  you  scruple  not  to  misrepresent 
even  a  modem  author,  which  is  in  every  body's  hands  ? 

Bp.  Bull  only  sayss,  that  Athenagoras  meant  that  the  relation 

c  0(Sk  (o-fKv  aB€oi,  B€6s  Avovres  t6v  vl6£.  Athanas.  Decret.  Syn.  Nic.  p.  236. 

TTOiTfTrfv  Tovdf  Tov  iTovrhs,  Kcu  rhv  nap*  Ov  yh.p  rh  Svofia  rovro  napcup€i  rrjP 

avTov  \6yop'  Qebp  not  $€ovs<,  rod  \6yov  <l>v(np,  oidt  ttoKip  t6  ay€PTjTOV 

"  We  are  not  atheists,  inasmuch  as  irp6r  t6p  vi6p  ?x*'  '^   <rrffjmp6fKP0P, 

"  we  receive  the  Maker  of  the  world  oXXA  np69  ra  8ia  rov  vlov  ytp6fx€pa. 

"  as  God,  and  also  his  Word,'*  Ibid,jp,  235. 

^  "OoTc  t6p  Xtyopra  aytptirop,  ml  «  Defence,  voL  i.  p.  360,  8cc, 

navTOKparopa  t6p  irarepa,  po€ip  €p  t^  '  Sermon  vii.  vol.  ii.  p.  150* 

dyn^rtt,  Koi  r^  fraproKparopi,  xal  r&v  K  Ita  ut  Filius  Dei  intelliffatm'  ver- 

TOvrovK&yop  koX  <ro<l>lap,  rf  ris  iirriv  6  bum  Patris,  quod  nempe  se  nabeat  ad 
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of  thought  to  mind  resembles  the  relation  of  the  Son  to  the 
Father  in  several  respects^  which  he  there  mentions.  I  have 
said  the  same  thing,  and  explained  the  resemblance  at  large 
elsewhere  h.  After  some  pains  taken  to  falsify  and  misrepresent 
Athenagoras,  (which  pains  had  been  much  better  spent  in 
replying  to  Bp.  Bull,)  you  come  at  length  to  charge  me  home 
with  running  counter  to  Athenagoras''s  notion,  in  ^'  two  funda- 
'^  mental  points.*"  I  must  give  you  the  hearing  in  things  more 
trifling  than  these ;  so  let  us  inquire  what  they  are. 

T.  You  say,  his  notion  makes  the  Son'*s  generation  an  act^ 
which  mine  does  not.  If  that  will  jplease  you,  I  will  allow  a 
dorible  act  in  the  Son's  generation,  according  to  Athenagoras. 
One  of  the  Father  in  sending  forth  his  Son,  another  of  the  Son 
in  going  forth ;  viz.  to  create.  Did  I  ever  deny  the  procession 
of  the  Son,  which  Athenagoras  and  several  others  intend  by 
generation  f  But  I  assert  eternal  generation,  which  Athenagoras 
does  not :  there,  I  suppose,  is  the  main  difference.  Yet  Athena- 
goras acknowledges  the  \6yos  to  have  been  eternally  (>/*and  in 
the  Father,  and  referred  up  to  him  as  his  head  and  source: 
which  is  acknowledging  the  selfsame  thing  which  other  Catholics 
intended  by  eternal  generation ;  so  that  the  difference  lies  only  in 
words,  as  I  before  intimated  in  my  Defence ». 

2.  You  say,  that  Athenagoras''s  notion  "  never  supposes  two 
"  Persons  of  equally  supreme  authority  and  worship,  but  as- 
"  cribes  every  thing  the  Son  does  to  the  supreme  authority  and 
"  will  of  the  Father."  But  where  do  you  learn  that  Athenagoras 
ever  excludes  the  Son  from  supreme  authority  (properly  so 
called)  or  from  supreme  worship  ?  Athenagoras  indeed  is  express, 
that  there  is  a  difference  of  order  among  the  divine  Persons : 
but  where  do  you  find  a  difference  of  dominion  or  worship  ?  You 
could  not  have  chose  an  author  more  directly  opposite  to  your 
sentiments,  or  more  favourable  to  mine,  in  the  very  point  of 
dominion;  on  which  you  are  pleased  to  lay  so  much  stress. 
For  Athenagoras,  addressing  himself  to  the  emperors  Marcus 
Antoninus,  and  his  son  Lucius  Commodus,  styles  them  both 
equally  fiiyurrot,  AvroKparopiav,  which  I  might  translate  svprems 
Rulers,  And  he  observes,  that  all  things  were  under  their 
common  nile  and  dominion^ ;  and  from  thence  draws  his  com- 

Patrem,  ut  ad  mentem  humanam  ver-  ^  Sennons,  voL  ii.  p.  3i»  &c. 

bum  ejus  interiu8»  quod  et  Spirituale  *  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  3^,  Sec. 

est,  mmimeque  per  se  cadit  in  sensus ;  ^  AefjirofAtu  dc  vfiav,  fUyurroi  Avro- 

et  in  mente,  unde  procedit,  manet,  nee  KpaT6piov,  irph  rpv  \6yov,  ahjBeis  iropc- 

ab  ea  sejungitur,  &c.  BulL  p.  303.  xoyuhif  row  Xoyicrfiow  orvyyv&wii— 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.  II.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  443 

parison  for  the  illustration  of  the  one  common  rule  and  govern- 
ment of  God  the  Father  and  the  Son;  to  whom^  as  being 
inseparable^  all  things  are  subject.  Is  this  making  the  Father 
ahne  supreme  Governor!  Or  is  it  likely  that  a  Creator  and 
creature  should  be  thus  familiar^  and  rule  all  things  equally  and 
in  common  f  Where  were  your  thoughts  ?  To  be  short,  all  that 
you  can  possibly  extract  out  of  Athenagoras  is  no  more  than  a 
priority  of  order^  as  the  Father  is  Head  and  Fountain  to  which 
the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  are  referred.  The  dominion^  the  aur 
thority  is  equai^  is  supreme  in  all :  only  in  the  Father  primarily, 
in  the  other  two  derivatively ;  the  same  thing  under  a  different 
order  and  manner.  After  you  had  endeavoured  to  puzzle  and 
perplex  Athenagoras,  you  go  on  (p.  no.)  to  do  the  like  with 
Tatian^  Theophilus,  and  some  others.  I  shall  not  attend  you 
now^  but  proceed  in  my  method.  If  you  have  dropped  any  thing 
that  is  worth  the  notice,  it  shall  be  considered  in  a  more  proper 
place^  under  Query  VIII.  which  you  have  often  robbed  to  fill 
up  this. 

A.  D.  187.  Iren^us- 

Irenseus  is  the  next  author  cited  to  prove  that  "  the  Father 
"  and  the  Son  are  one  God."'  He  asserts  it  in  sense^  and  m- 
directly  many  ways;  some  of  which  have  been  hinted  above; 
see  also  my  Sermons'.  He  does  it  also  in  terms  more  than 
once"^.     I  must  now  attend  your  exceptions  to  the  evidence. 

€xoiT€  dij)  iavrSiv  kclL  r^v  enovpaviov  Qui  igitar  a  proplietis  adorabatur 

^curCKtlav  i^trdf^tiv'  a>s  ykp  vfilv,  irarpl  Deus  viviis,  hie  est  vivorom  Deus,  et 

Koi  via  navra  K€X€ip<»rcu,  &va>$€v  Trjy  Verbum   ejus,   qui   et  loquutus    eet 

Paa-iXelav  €lKrj<l>6(n — ovras  hi  r^  Q€^     Moysi  &c. Ipse    igitur  Christus 

Kol  t£  nap  avrov  \6yt^  vl^  vooviuvt^  cnm   Patre  vivorum  est  Deus,   qui 

dfifpiOTtf,  TTOvra  vrroreraKTcu,   p.  64.  loauutUB  est  Moysi,  &c.  p.  333. 

"  Betore  I  enter  upon  discourse,  I  Propter  hoc  manifestissime  Domi- 

"  beseech  you,  O  ye  greatest  of  Em-  nus  ostendit  se  et  Patrem  quidem  suis 

"  perors,  to  bear  with  me,  while  I  offer  disciputis,  ne  sciUcet  quasrerent  alterum 

"  true  reasonings From  your  own-  Deum  prseter   eum  qui  plasmaverit 

"  selves  you  may  form  a  notion  of  the  hominem.  p.  31 1 . 

"  heavenly  empire.  For  like  as  aU  things  Quoniam  autem  in  yentre  pUumat 

"  are  in  subjection  to  you,  being  Father  nos  Verbum  Dei,  &c.  p.  312. 

"  and  Son,  (having  received  your  em-  "  He  who  made  all  things,  he  alone 

"  pire  from  above,)  so  also  to  the  one  "  with  his  Word,  is  justly  styled  God 

"  God  and  to  the  Word  who  is  with  "  and  Lord. 

**  him,  considered  as  a  Son  insmarable,  '*  He  who  was  adored  as  the  Uvinff 

"  are  all  things  subiect."    Vide  Le  "  God  by  the  prophets,  he  is  the  God 

Moyne,  Var.  Sacr.  Not,  et  Observ.  "  of  the  Uvinff,  and  his  Word,  who 

p.  160.  "  also  spake  to  Moses,  &c. Christ 

1  l^rmon  viii.  vol.  ii.  p.  179,  &c. .  "  therefore  himself,  with  the  Father, 

™  Ita  ut  is,  qui  omnia  fecerit,  cum  "  is  the  God  of  the  Uvinff  that  spake 

Verbo  suo  juste  dicatur  Deus  et  Do-  "  to  Moses, 

minus  solus.  Iren,  p.  183.  "  For  this  reason  our  Lord  mani- 
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To  what  I  had  observed  from  Irenseus,  in  my  Defence,  you  aay, 
(p.  92.)  "  The  sense  then  of  Irenseus,  according  to  you,  is,  the 
*•*•  one  and  only  God,  the  Father  and  Son,  made  all  things  by  his 
"  Word,  or  Son  :*'  No ;  but,  if  you  please  to  leave  off  this  vein  of 
cavilling,  (which  is  below  the  character  of  a  grave  writer,)  the 
sense  is  not  that  the  Son  was  included  under  the  term  Father^ 
which  undoubtedly  there  stands  for  the  Person  of  the  Father 
^ngly,  (and  therefore  the  Son  is  excluded  from  being  the  Person 
of  the  Father,)  but  that  he  is  not  excluded  from  doing  what  the 
Father  cdone  is  said  to  do,  or  from  being  God^  though  the  Father 
(done  is  said  to  be  so ;  because  the  exclusive  terms  are  not  in- 
tended in  apposition  to  God  the  Son. 

You  are  often  imposing  this  kind  of  sophistry  upon  us  ; 
wherefore  I  would  once  for  all  endeavour  to  shew  you  the 
weakness  and  absurdity  of  it,  when  our  Saviour  told  his  disciples 
that  they  had  left  him  cdonoy  he  did  not  mean  by  this  to  exclude 
the  Father,  but  othsrs :  will  you  therefore  say,  that  Faiher  and 
Son  both  are  meant  by  the  him  left  alone  ?  When  our  Saviour 
is  said  to  have  a  name  given  which  no  one  knew  but  himself^  the 
Father  is  not  excluded  by  the  term  ovhtls'  will  you  therefore 
plead  that  he  is  included  in  the  Person  of  the  Son,  and  that  both 
are  one  Person  f  How  ridiculous  is  it,  that  you  cannot  distin- 
guish between  being  not  excluded  with  respect  to  the  predicate 
of  a  proposition,  and  being  included  in  the  suhject  of  it.  In  this 
proposition,  "  The  Father  is  the  only  God,"^  we  say  the  Son  is 
not  excluded:  how !  not  with  respect  to  the  predicate ;  not  from 
being  only  Gody  as  well  as  the  Father^  because  the  exclusive  term 
affects  him  not.  But  we  do  not  therefore  say  that  he  is  included 
in  the  sulject  of  the  proposition ;  or  that  Father  means  both 
Father  and  Son.  So  much  in  answer  to  this  cavil,  which  had 
deserved  no  notice,  but  for  your  so  often  repeating  it.  Now  to 
return ;  you  pretend  it  absurd  that  all  things  should  be  made 
by  or  through  the  one  supreme  God.  But  you  have  not  shewn 
that  all  ministration  is  inconsistent  with  any  swprema/cy^  but  a 
supremacy  of  order  or  office ;  which  I  admit.  What  you  add 
from  Irenseus,  about  the  Father's  commanding  the  Word,  I  have 
answered  in  my  Sermons",  and  shewn  it  to  be,  as  understood 
by  the  anoiemtSy  directly  opposite  to  your  principles.  You  are 
next  labouring  to  take  off  the  force  of  what  I  had  pleaded  in 

"  fested  both  AtWeJf  and  the  Father    '*  formed  man The  Word  of  God 

"  to  his  disciples,  that  they  mi^ht  not    **  forms  us  in  the  womb,  &c." 
''  look  for  anyo^A^  God  but  Imn  that        ^  Serm.  ii.  vol.  ii.  p.  63,  &c. 
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respect  of  Irenseus^s  making  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  the  nelfdi 
the  Father.  But  this  was  too  hard  a  task :  I  will  trust  the  reader 
with  what  you  have  said,  to  compare  it  with  mine ;  and  to  see 
if  he  can  make  sense  of  your  imrmd/iaJte  obedience :  as  if  any 
obedience^  mediate  or  immediate,  were  a  reason  sufficient  for 
styling  the  Person  obeying,  one's  self.  You  refer  to  Irenseus^ 
saying,  that  by  the  San  and  Spirit^  (that  i&^per  s&metipsum,  by 
himself,  as  he  says  in  the  same  chapter,)  he  made  all  things 
freely^  and  of  his  ovm  will.  And  so  he  well  might,  when  the 
Son  and  Spirit  are  so  much  his  self,  as  to  have  but  one  and  the 
same  will  with  him.  Others  might  have  contrary  wills:  they 
could  not.  You  misconstrue  his  next  inmiediate  words:  he 
"  produced,*"  you  say, "  the  substance  of  the  creatures  from  him- 
"  self,  i.e.  from  his  own  original  underived  power.*"  But  himself 
means  there,  the  Son  and  Spirit ;  as  is  plain  from  exemphim  foe- 
torum ;  (which  you  took  care  to  leave  out :)  God  the  Son  being 
the  exemplar  by  which  things  were  formed?.  And  Tertullian 
may  serve  to  explain  Iren8eus*'s  meaning  in  the  other  article^). 

You  next  tell  us  of  his  citing  a  remarkable  passage  of  Hennas: 
as  if  there  were  any  thing  so  very  remarkable^  in  respect  to  our 
present  purpose,  in  Hermas^s  saying  that  there  is  but  one  God. 
But  Irenseus,  you  observe,  adds  presently  after ^  that  the  Son  '^  re- 
"  ceives  the  power  of  all  things  from  him  who  is  the  one  God 
"  the  Father,  &c.*"  And  what  wonder  if  he  receives  all  things 
from  him,  from  whom  he  receives  his  essence  f  We  are  not  in- 
quiring whence  the  Son^s  power  or  dominion  is,  but  what  it  is ; 
and  whether  it  be  not  of  the  same  quality  and  extent  with  the 
Father's,  the  same  being  comm^on  to  both.  But  you  say,  "  this 
**  power  and  dominion  became  plenary  over  aU  things  both  in 
"  heaven  and  earth,  when  he  had  been  incarnate.''  Plenary,  did 
you  say?  and  over  all  things?  I  think  not;  nor  is  even  the 
Falher'^s  dominion  yet  bo  plenary  as  this  comes  to.     (See  i  Cor. 


P-  3i> 


o  Ipse  est  (pi  per  semetipum  con-  p.  ac9. 

stituit,  et  elegit,  et  adornavit,  et  conti-  p  Vid.  Iren.  lib.  v.  cap.  i6. 

net  omnia Adest  enim  ei  semper  comp.  p.  163.  and  Clem.  Alex.  p.  78. 

Verbum  et  Sapientia,  Filius  et  Spiritus  4  Si  necessaria  est  Deo  materia  ad 

per  quos,  et  in  ouibus  omnia  libere  et  opera  mnndi,  ut  Hermogenes  existi- 

sponte  fecit.    Loo.  iv.  cap.  20.  p.  253.  mavit,  habuit  Deus  materiam  longe 

Vid.  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  87.  digniorem Sophiam  suam  scilicet 

Ad  quos  et  loquitur  dicens>  "  Fa-    Quis  non  banc  potius  omnium 

"  damns  hominem  ad  imaginem  et  fontem  et  originem  commendet,  mat^" 

"  similitudinem    nostram;"     ipse    a  rxamY^o  materiarwn— — quali  Deus 

9emetip80  substantiam  creaturarum,  et  potuit  eguisse,  sui  magis  quam  alieni 

exemplum  factorum,  et  fij^uram  in  egens?     TfrtuU.    contr.    Hermogen, 

munaoomamentorumaccipiens.  Ibid.  ca:p.  18. 
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xv.  28.)  But  what  straDge  thing  are  you  here  discovering,  that 
Christ  became  Lord  in  a  sense  wliich  he  was  not  before  !  So  did 
the  Father  become  Lord  over  the  Jews  in  a  sense  he  was  not 
before,  when  he  made  them  his  peculiar  people.  He  became 
their  Lord^  first,  when  he  crecUed  them,  and  again,  in  a  more 
peculiar  sense,  when  he  chose  more  immediately  to  govern  them. 
In  like  manner,  Christ  who  was  Lord  of  all  men  in  right  of  cre- 
ation, became  Lord  again,  in  a  more  special  sense,  in  right  of 
redemption^ ;  and  will  be  their  Lord  again,  in  a  still  more  plenary 
sense,  after  the  day  of  judgment ;  as  will  also  God  the  Father. 
What  difficulty  is  there  in  these  plain  common  things !  But,  I 
suppose,  the  force  of  your  argument  lies  in  the  words  accipiens 
potesta^em^  and  tradita  swnV,  And  yet  you  will  think  it  no  argu- 
ment against  the  Father's  supremacy,  that  he  is  to  receive  a 
kingdom,  which  is  to  be  delivered  to  him  by  the  Son,  i  Cor.  xv. 
24.  though  I  need  not  insist  upon  it  here,  being  ready  to  admit, 
that  while  all  power  and  authority  is  conmdon  to  both,  yet  it  is 
primarily  considered  in  the  Father,  and  referred  up  to  him :  and 
it  was  the  more  proper  for  our  Saviour,  during  his  state  of  con- 
descension and  humiliation  here  on  earth,  to  refer  all  to  the 
Father ;  as  Irenaeus  intimates  in  another  case,  of  his  referring 
the  knowledge  of  the  day  of  judgment.  I  might  further  observe 
to  you,  that  though  Irenseus  sometimes  represents  the  power  and 
authority  of  the  Son  as  descending  from  the  Father,  he  at 
other  times  represents  the  Son  as  assuming  it  himself^  and  making 
himself^  the  head  over  the  Ghurch^  Sfc.  which  is  also  very  true,  and 
much  in  the  same  way,  as  he  is  sometimes  said  to  have  raised 


'  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  114,  iv  &(nr(p  di  avrov  ra  navra  yeyovtv, 

&C.  ovTots  hf  aim  rh  nairra  avaKcupta-drjvcu 

•  No  one  ever  better  understood  dvPT}3§,    Atnan,  vol.  i.  p.  104. 
this  matter  than  the  great  Athanasius,        Eusebiiis's    account  of  the   same 

who  wrote  a  tract  on  purpose  to  shew  thing  is  not  much  different, 
how  all  things  are  said  to  have  been        'O  /xev  Bc^r  ibihov,  koL  irap€diSov 

delivered  to  God  the  Son.     The  sum  inl  ^Xnaxret,  koI  oxfi^Xeia  oJa  ^cmrjpi 

is,  that  when  all  things,  in  a  manner,  koL  larp^,  Koi  Kv^pvryrrj  r&v  oKoav,  &c. 

were  lost  and  sunk,  and  no  one  ready  Emeb,  de  EccL  Theolog.  Ub.  i.  cap. 

at  hand  to  imdertake  their  recovery  I9'  P.  88. 

and    restitution,    in    this    exigency,        ^  Uti  sicut  in  superceelestibus,  et 

Christ  stepped  in  to  redeem  those  spiritalibus,  et  invisioilibus,  princeps 

whom  he  had  at  first  created.  To  him  est  Verbum  Dei ;  sic  et  in  visibilibus, 

thereforewere  they  <2e/ti7erec/y  into  his  et  corporalibus,  principatum  habeat, 

hands  were  they  committed,  who  alone  m  semetipsum  principatum  assumens, 

was  both  able  and  willing  to  recover  et  apponens  semetipsum  caput  Ecde- 

and  restore  them ;   and  who  accord-  sise,  universa  attranat  ad  semetipsum 

ingly   took    flesh    upon    him,    and  apto  in  tempore.    Iren.  lib.  iii.  cap. 

wrought  their  redemption  for  them.  16.  p.  306. 

nayra  dcdcojccy  cy  rj  x^'P^  avrov-— 
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himsdf  from  the  dead,  and  sometimes  to  have  been  raised  by  the 
Father:  for  what  one  does  both  do,  diversly  considered  as  to  the 
order  and  ma/nner  of  acting. 

I  had  cited  a  plam  passage"  or  two,  to  prove  that  the  Son  is 
the  only  God^  according  to  Irenseus,  as  well  as  the  Father.  You 
reply,  that,  m  the  first  passage,  "  true  and  only  God  is  evidently 
*'  meant  of  the  Father,*"  which  I  readily  allow :  and  so  you  may 
see  in  Clemens,  cited  above,  how  he  applies  the  like  title  to  the 
Father,  and  yet  immediately,  in  the  same  breath,  makes  Father 
and  Son  together  the  only  God.  The  reason  is,  that  neither  he, 
nor  IrensBus,  nor  indeed  any  of  the  ancients,  ever  had  a  thought 
of  excluding  the  Son  by  the  word  only^  or  the  like.  How  have 
you  read  the  Fathers^  not  to  see  these  plain  things  ?  You  go  on, 
endeavouring  to  elude  and  perplex  Irenseus^s  meaning.  But  your 
attempts  are  so  feeble,  and  your  efforts  so  weak,  that  I  am 
almost  ashamed  to  make  any  reply  to  them.  You  would  have 
it,  that  Irenseus  does  not  call  the  Son  God  in  the  sttpreme  and 
ahsohde  sense ;  though  you  can  never  shew  that  Irenseus  had  two 
senses  of  the  word  God  as  applied  to  Father  and  Son.  The  Son, 
you  imagine,  is  not  God  in  the  absolute  sense,  but  as  being  God'^s 
anointed,  our  Lord,  and  our  God,  (p.  98.)  I  read  of  the  Father^s 
a/nointing^  and  the  Son's  being  anointed^  (that  is^  to  his  office ;) 
but  could  you  have  shewn,  that  he  was  anointed  to  his  Godship^ 
(pardon  the  oddness  of  the  word,  it  contains  your  sense,)  that 
would  have  been  a  discovery  indeed.  You  refer  to  several  pas- 
sages, (I  could  add  many  more,)  where  the  Father  is  styled  the 
only  God.  But  to  what  purpose  is  it?  Irenseus  *  never  meant 
thereby  to  exclude  the  Son  from  being,  with  the  alone  Father, 
Deus  et  Dominus^^  God  and  Lord^  or  from  being  with  the 
Father,  vivorvm  Deus^  God  of  the  limng^  or  from  being  the  selfoi 
the  Father,  or  from  being  Deus  ipseY^  God  himself:  nor  would 
he  ever  allow,  that  the  Son  was  not  God  in  the  definitive^  or  aJ- 
sohate  sense,  or  that  he  was  a/iwither  God.  What  can  you  do 
with  such  a  man  as  Irenseus,  all  the  way  contrary  to  your  prin- 

^  Nunqoam  neque  Prophets  neque  solute  Deum  nominassent  aliquando, 

ApoetoU  aUum  Deum  nominavenint  nisi  esset  vere  Deus,  p.  180. 

vel  ]>oininum  appellavenint  preter  Compare  the  following  words : 

verum  et  sokim  Deum.   Multo  magis  Utrosque  Dei  appellatione  signavit 

ipse  Dominus,  qui  et  Csesari  quidem  Spiritus,  et  eum,  qui  imgitur,  FiUum, 

quae  Cssaris  sunt  reddi  jubet,  et  quae  et  emn,  qui  ungit,  Patrem,  p.  180. 

Dei  sunt  Deo.    Iren.  p.  183.  '  Sc^  above. 

Neoue  igitur  Dominus,  neque  Spi-  y  Dei  Verbum,   imo   magis    ipse 

ritos  Sanctos^  neque  Apostoli  earn,  Deus.    Iren.  p.  133. 
qui  non  esset  Deus^  definitive  et  ab- 
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ciples,  directly  for  mine?  He  styles  the  Father  mly  God,  in  op- 
position to  the  Valentinian  jEom^  or  other  monstrous  deities ; 
never,  not  once,  in  opposition  to  God  the  Son. 

After  what  hath  been  said,  the  reader,  I  hope,  will  not  be  mr- 
prised^  to  find  me  quoting  another  passage  of  Irenaeus^  to  the 
same  purpose  as  before.  It  is  where  he  proves  our  Lord  to  be 
the  W(»rd  of  God,  and  God^  from  his  remitting  of  sins  ;  upon  the 
strength  of  this  maxim,  that  none  can  forgive  sins  but  God 
alone,  I  take  the  argument  to  lie  thus :  None  can  forgive  sins 
but  the  God  of  Israel^  the  true  and  only  God,  (so  the  Jews 
understood  and  intended  it :)  Christ  forgave  sins :  therefore 
Christ  is  God^  in  the  same  sense  as  intended,  i.  e.  God  of  Israsl^ 
6^c.  I  defy  any  man  to  come  at  Irenseus^s  conclusion  from  that 
passage  any  other  way :  and  though  he  words  it  Verhwn  Dd^  it 
is  plain  from  the  following  words,  that  the  phrase  is  with  him 
equivalent  to  Dem ;  the  Word  of  God  being  necessarily  God^  or, 
as  he  elsewhere  expresses  it,  Dem  ipse.  What  you  have  to 
object  is,  that  sohs  Dem  is  there  predicated  of  the  Father ;  I 
grant  it :  and  yet  Irenscus^s  argumentation  necessarily  infers, 
that  Christ  is  Deus  too,  in  the  same  sense ;  and  therefore  with 
the  Father,  sohis  Deas  ;  the  only  God  tliat  can  remit  sins ;  and 
he  received  this  power  because  he  is  God  of  God.  Irenseus 
plainly  enough  intimates,  that  if  he  had  not  been  God^  he  could 
not  have  had  the  power;  which  shews  that  he  is  speaking 
of  such  a  kind  of  remission,  by  inherent  power  and  right, 
as  is  proper  to  God  alone^;  otherwise  there  is  no  sense  in 
the  argument. 

2  Peccata  igitur  remittens,  homi-  "  men ;  it  is  manifest  tliat  he  was  the 

nem    quidem     curavit,    semetipsum  "  Word  of  God,  made  Son  of  man, 

autem  manifeste  ostendit  quis  esset.  "  receiving  from  the  Father  the  power 

Si  enim  nemo  potest  remittere  peccata  "  of  forgiving  sins,  because  man,  and 

nisi  solus  Deus,  remittebat  autem  hsec  "  because  God :  that  as  he  suffered  with 

Domiwus,  et  curabat  homines ;  mani-  ''  us,  being  man,  so  he  might  also 

festum  est  quoniam  ipse  erat  Verbum  "  have  mercy  upon  us  as  he  is  God, 

Dei.    Filius  hominis  factus,  a  Patre  "  and  might  forgave  us  our  debts, 

potestatem    remissionis    peccatorum  "  which  we  owe  to  God  our  Maker." 

accipiens,  quoniam  homo  et  quoniam  *•  Bene  igitur  Verbum  ejus  ad  homi- 

Deu9 :  ut  quomodo  homo  compassus  nem  dicit,  **  Remittuntur  tibi  pecca- 

est  nobis,  tanquam  Deus  misereatur  ''ta;"  idem  ille  in  quern  peccaveramus 

nostri,  et  remittat  nobis  debita  nostra,  in  initio,  remissionem  peccatorum  in 

3 [use    factori    nostro  debemus   Deo.  fine  donans.    Aut  si  tuterkts  quidem 

ren.  p.  314.  transgressi  sumus  ^rseceptum,  akus 

"  Remitting  sins,  he  healed  the  man,  autem  erat  qui  dixit, '*  Remittuntur 

"  and  at  the  same  time  plainly  shewed  "  tibi  peccata  tua ;"    neque  bonus, 

"  who  himself  was.    For  if  none  can  neque  verax,  neque  Justus  est  hujus- 

"  forgive  sins,  but  God  aUme,  and  yet  modi.     Quomodo  enim   bonus,  qui 

*'  our  Lord  forgaoe  sins,  and  healed  non  ex  suis  donat  ?  Aut  quomooo 
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You  here  (p.  loi.)  take  notice  of  another  passage  of  Irenseus, 
which  I  incidentally  brought  in  (p.  306.  of  my  Defence,  vol.  i.)  to 
prove  that,  according  to  Irenseus^  none  that  has  any  mperiar^  any 
God  ahove  him^  can  be  justly  styled  God^.  A  famous  passage, 
and  directly  opposite  to  your  principles ;  while  you  pretend  to 
ascribe  divinity  to  the  Son,  at  the  same  time  subjecting  him  to  a 
styperior  God^  and  putting  him  sub  alteritis  potestate^  under  the  do- 
minion and  power  of  (mother.  You  do  well  to  labour  to  take 
this  off;  but  how^  we  shall  see  presently.  You  pretend,  that 
Irenseus,  in  ^'  numberless  other  passages,  expressly  asserts  the 
"  superiority  of  the  Father  to  the  Son."  I  deny  that  he  ever 
does  it,  so  much  as  in  any  Arhgle  passage,  in  your  sense  of 
superiority.  Nay,  to  see  how  consonant  to  himself  Irenseus  is,  I 
will  shew  you  where^  he,  by  necessary  consequence,  declares  the 
Son  to  have  no  superior. 

The  argument  will  stand  thus : 

"  He  that  is  the  God  of  the  living,  and  who  spake  to  Moses  out 
"  of  the  bush,  has  no  other  God  above  him. 

'^  Christ  is  the  God  of  the  living ,  and  who  spake  to  Moses  out 
"  of  the  bush. 

**  Therefore  Christ  has  no  other  God  ahove  him.'" 

The  premises  are  both  of  them  Irenseus*s  own  :  and  the  con- 
clusion from  them  is  evident.  We  see  then,  that  Irenseus  does 
not  only  lay  down  the  general  maxim,  that  whoever  is  Gody 


Justus,  qui  aliena  rapit  ?   Quomodo  periorem,  et  sub  alterius  potestate  est, 

autem  vere  remissa  sunt  peccata,  nisi  hie  neque  Deus,  neque  Kex  magnus 

ille  ipse  in  quern  peccavimus  donavit  did  potest.    Iren,  p.  239. 

remissionem?  Jreii.p.313.  Vid.  Grab.  ^  1%    qui    de    rubo   loquutus  est 

in  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  85.  Moysi,  et  manifestavit  se  esse  Deum 

*'  Well  therdbre  did  his  W(yrd  say  Patrum,    hie    est    viventium  Deus. 

"  to  the  man.  Thy  sins  are  forgiven  Quis  enim  est  vivorum  Deus,  nisi  qui 

"thee  J  he  the  same  against  whom  we  est  Deus  super  ^uem  alius   non  est 

**  had  sinned  in  the  be^nning,  in  the    Deus? Qui igitur adorabatur  Deus 

"  end  vouchsafes  remission  of  sins,  vivus,  hie  est  vivorum  Deus,  et  Ver- 

"  Otherwise  had  the  preeept  againet  bum  ejus,  qui  loouutus  est  Moysi,  qui 

"  which  we  transgressed  come  from    et  Sadducaeos  redarguit,  &c. Ipse 

"  onCy  and  it  had  been  another  that  igitur  Christus  cum   Patre  vivorum 

"  said.  Thy  sins  are  forgiven  thee,  he    est  Deus,  qui  loquutus  est  Moysi . 

"  could  neither  have  been  good,  nor  Iren.  p.  232.  Viae  Bull.  sect.  ii.  cap.  5. 

**  just,  nor  true  in  doing  it.     For  how  "  He  that  spake  to  Moses  out  of  the 

"  can  he  be  good,  who  gives  what  is  "  bush,  and  manifested  himself  to  be 

''  none  of  his  own  ?  Or  how  can  he  be  **  the  God  of  the  Fathers,  he  is  the 

"just,  that  assumes  what  belongs  to  "  God  qf  the  living.     For  who  else  can 

"  another  ?    Or  how  could  sins  be  "  be  the   Chd  of  the  living,  but  the 

*'  really  forgiven,  if  he  that  forgave  "  God  that  has  no  other  God  above 

"  them  were  not  the  very  same  against    "  him  ? Christ  with  the  Father  is 

".whom  we  had  sinned  V*  "  the  God  of  the  living,  who  spake  to 

^  Qui  super  se  habet  aliquem  su-  "  Moses,  &c." 

VOL.  II.  G  g 
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properly  so  called,  can  have  no  other  Qod  above  him :  but  in 
the  particular  case  of  God  the  Son,  he  applies  the  very  maxim^ 
and  declares  that  there  is  no  other  Ood  above  him.  What  will 
you  say  to  these  manifest  truths,  which  so  directly  strike  at 
your  whole  hypothesis  f  You  endeavour  to  find  some  shelter,  by 
turning  Deus  into  Greek,  making  it  6  06^9)  which  will  not  do, 
because  it  is  frequent  with  IrensBUs  to  give  the  Son  the  title  of 
6  &€6s^.  And  if  he  did  not,  yet  he  never  appears  to  lay  any 
such  stress  upon  an  article.  Nor  will  the  occasion  of  Irenseus'^s 
maxim  at  all  serve  you.  For  though  the  discourse  there  is  of 
Ood  the  Father^  yet  his  reasoning,  whereby  he  proves  that  the 
Person,  there  styled  6  0€^s,  could  have  "  no  other  God  above 
"  him,*"  will  prove  the  same  thing  of  every  other  Person  so 
styled,  or  prove  nothing.  You  produce  some  citations  from 
Irenseus  to  prove  the  '^  Father  superior  in  authority,'*^  {another 
Ood  above  him^  you  should  have  said,  because  you  mean  it)  ^'  to 
"  the  Son,  and  the  Son  subject  to  him.^  None  of  them  prove 
any  thing  like  it,  in  your  meaning  of  superiority  and  subjection. 

The  Father  commanded^  the  Son  executed.  What  then! 
I  answered  this  above*.  Another  pretence  is  from  the  words, 
'^  conditionem  simul,  et  Verbum  suum  portans  i"  which  I  may 
leave  as  I  find  it,  till  you  make  out  the  consequence  :  or  I  may 
oppose  to  it,  ^^mensura  enim  Patris  Filius,  quoniam  et  capit 
"  eum.''  Iron.  p.  231.  Porto  may  as  well  signify  to  bear^  or 
conimUj  as  sustain.  Besides  that  the  creatures  are  said,  in  the 
very  same  place,  portare  ewm ;  to  sustain  him,  you  will  say.  And 
much  will  you  make  of  it,  that  the  Creator  of  them,  maandA  Fa4ior, 
(Irenaeus^'s  own  words  of  God  the  Son,  in  the  same  chapter,) 
was  sustained  by  his  creatures.  You  proceed  to  observe,  that 
the  Son  ministered  to  the  Father:  you  might  have  observed 
further,  that  ^'  he  washed  his  disciples^  feet.^  But  see  Bishop 
Bull,  who  had  fully  answered  these  pretences,  before  you  pro- 
duced them.  You  further  take  notice  out  of  Irenseus,  that  the 
"  Word  incarnate  hung  upon  the  cross."  Who  doubts  it  ?  You 
should  have  took  notice  likewise  of  what  Irenseus  says,  in  the 
very  same  chapter,  that  this  Word  was  really  "  Maker  of  the 
"  world,   and  containeth  all   things  ^'^     But   I   am  weary  of 

d  Vid.  Iren.  p.  an,  315,  271.  cd.  lab.  v.  cap.  18.  p.  315. 

Bened.  "  The  Word  of  God  is  really  Maker 

e  See  also  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  80.  "  of  the  world and  in  respect  of 

'  Mundi  enim  Factor  vere  Verbum  "  his  invisibility,  {or  itmnble  natwre,) 

Dei    est et  secundum  invisibili-  '' contains  all  tilings  which  are  made." 

tatem  continet,  quae  fecta  simt  omnia. 
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pursuing  trifles.  If  Irenseus  had  had  a  mind  to  express  the 
subjection  of  the  Son^  and  superior  dominion  of  the  Father,  he 
knew  how  to  do  it.  See  how  he  expresses  himself,  where 
he  declares  the  sulyection  of  all  things  to  God  the  Son,  and  the 
Holy  Spirit^^  at  the  same  time  speaking  of  their  ministraHon  (not 
subfection)  to  the  Father :  which  may  be  sufficient  to  shew  you 
how  wild  your  hypatheris  is,  and  how  little  countenance  for  it  you 
can  reasonably  hope  to  find  among  the  ancients. 

A.  D.  1912.  GLEBiENs  Alexandrinus. 

I  have  already  produced  one  plain  and  express  passage,  where- 
in Glemens  includes  the  Father  and  the  Son  in  the  only  God. 
He  has  more  to  the  same  purpose,  where  he  says,  ^^  both  are 
^'  one,  namely,  God  ^  ;*"  and  where  he  addresses  both  as  one 
Lord\  and  the  whole  Trinity  as  one^.  Which  I  took  notice  of 
in  my  eighth  Sermon  ^ 

You  are  forced  to  confess,  (p.  80.)  that  in  Glemens^s  first 
writings,  there  are  ^^  some  sublime  expressions,  which,  if  taken 
^^  literally,  would  favour  either  my  notion  or  the  Sabellian.**^ 
A  pretty  fair  confession ;  but  it  would  have  been  still  fairer  to 
have  said,  (which  is  what  the  reader  must  see,)  some  expressions^ 
too-plain  amd  strong  to  admit  of  amy  evasion.  All  you  have  to  say 
is,  that  they  are  highly  rhetorical;  which  is  saying  nothing. 
You  are  next  to  oppose  other  passages  of  Glemens,  to  take  ofi^ 
their  force.  Upon  which,  I  may  observe,  by  the  way,  how  dis- 
ingenuous your  claim  to  the  ancients  is,  in  comparison  with  ours. 
You  think  it  sufficient,  if  you  can  but  find  any  passages  which 
look  at  all  favourable  to  your  scheme,  however  contradictory 
(as  you  understand  them)  to  other  clear  and  express  testimonies 
of  the  same  author.  On  the  other  hand,  we  think  ourselves 
obliged  to  reconcile  the  seemingly  opposite  passages,  and  to  make 
an  author  consistent  with  himself:  which  if  we  cannot  do,  we 
give  him  up  as  neuter ,  and  make  his  evidence  nuU ;  unless  there 
be  reason  to  believe,  that  the  author,  upon  better  consideration, 
had  changed  his  mind,  or  that  some  parts  of  his  works  are  more 

ff  Ministrat  eium  ei  ad  omnia  sua  ''  the  angek  are  subject,  and  do  obei- 

Erogenies,  et  figunvtio  sua,  id  est,  Fl-  "  sance,  mnister  to  him  (the  Father) 

us,  et  Siuritus  Sanctus,  Verbum  et  *'  in  all  things." 

Sapoentia ;  quibus  serviunt,  et  sub-  *»  *Ev  yAp  ^(fu^,  6  Gcds.  Clem.  Alem. 

jecti  sunt  omnes  angeH.    /r«it.  p.  336.  p.  135. 

Comp.  p.  183.  *  tU   Kcu   irtnijp,   h  ciftxJHa   Kvp«€. 

•*  His  own  offspring,  and  figure,  P*  S^i* 

'*  that  is,  the  Sonstndaol^  Qhost,  the  ^  Clem.  Alex.  p.  311. 

"  Word,  and  Wisdom,  to  whom  all  ^  Sermons,  vdL  ii.  p.  180,  &c. 

Gga 
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certainly  genuine  than  others.  But  to  proceed,  you  begin  with 
attempting  to  deprave  the  sense  of  a  celebrated  place  in  Clemens, 
which  I  shall  transcribe  into  the  margin™.  In  English  it  runs 
thus  :  *'  The  divine  Word,  who  is  most  manifestly  true  God,  who 
"  is  equalized  with  the  Lord  of  the  universe,  because  he  was  his 
"  Son,  and  was  the  Word  in  God.'^  This  is  a  passage  very  little 
favourable  to  your  invention  of  a  superior  dominion  of  the  Father, 
and  a  subjection  of  the  Son :  for  the  Son  is  here  said  to  be 
equalized^  that  is,  proclaimed  equal  to  the  Lord  of  the  whole 
universe.  You  say,  equalized  implies  an  exaltation^  a  delegation^ 
Sfc.  Ridiculous.  Can  any  thing  or  person  be  made  equal  to 
God  the  Father,  exalted  to  a  parity  with  him !  But  a  person 
may  be  proclaimed  eqtud;  which  is  only  shewing  what  he  was 
before.  And  Clemens  assigns  two  substantial  reasons,  why  the 
Son  was  thus  proclaimed;  it  was  his  natural  and  essential  dignity 
that  demanded  it;  for  he  was  God's  oton  /Siw",  of  the  same 
nature  with  him ;  and  he  was  the  Word  that  existed  in  God^ 
himself;  most  manifestly  therefore  true  Gody  and  accordingly 
equalized  with  God,  as  he  had  a  right  to  be.  You  give  us  two 
or  three  words  of  Eusebius,  as  expressing  the  sense  of  Clemens. 
But  let  Clemens  speak  for  himself,  who  is  a  plainer  man,  and  a 
more  consistent  writer,  than  Eusebius ;  and  of  whom  it  is  easier 
to  pass  a  certain  judgment.  Suppose  the  words  in  Clemens  to 
signify  eqtialized  in  honour ^  or  advanced  to  eqttal  honour  and 
glory :  still,  would  you  have  a  subject  thus  equalized  with  his 
sovereign!  If  Christ  was  equalized  in  honour  and  glory,  the 
inference  will  reach  to  an  equality  of  nature ;  which  alone  could 
be  any  sufficient  reason  or  foundation  for  honouring  him  so 
highly.  You  would  have  it  only,  receiving  dominion  (you  do  not 
care  to  say  equal  dominion)  from  the  Father.  But  this  comes 
not  up  to  Clemens's  strong  expression  of  equalizing ;  nor  to  his 
reasons  assigned  for  it;  the  very  reasons  which  he  elsewhere 
gives,  why  the  Father  and  Son  are  the  one  God^  6  0€is,  abso- 

™  *0  ^€M>f  Xcfyor,  6  <f>a»€pwraTos    of  Clemens^  ezpkoiatory  of  the  phrase 

i^urioBtU'  8ti  ^v  vl6savTov,  Koi  6  X&yos  *0  rov  fuydkov  Qtov'  i>  rov  rcXcibv 

ffv  iv  T^  8c6>.  p.  86.  Adm.  ad  Gent.  iratbiov*  vi6£  €v  narpi  xol  wceriip  iv  vlf, 

Vid.  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  88.  Anim.  in  Pted.  lib.  i.  cap.  5.  p.  iia. 

Gilb.  Clerke,  p.  loio.  T&v  avfiir6vT»v  8«6v  €pa  fi6vop  cuaoi, 

"  Yi6s  Tov  vov  yvria-ios,  6  deios  \6yos,  ayaB6v,   bUfuov,   brf^uovpyhv,   vihv   iv 

ffxarhs  apxirvnov  (^s,    Clem,  Adrnon.  narpL   Padag,  lib.  1.  cap.  8.  p.  142. 

p.  78.  *Ev  yhp  ol/ufKio,  6  8c(Jff'  &rt  €lir€P,  iv 

Thv  \6yov  riXttov  ix  rtXtlov  <f)vvTa  ap\fi  6  \6yoi  ^v  iv  r^  Bey,  Koi  Bths  ?v 

irarpSs,  Padag,  p.  1 13.  6  \6yos,   Clem,  Alex,  p.  135. 

o  Compare  the  foUowing  passages 
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lutely  so  called,  and  jointly  the  one  wdy  Ood  and  Creator  of  all 
things. 

Next,  you  are  to  search  out  some  other  expressions  of  Clemens, 
to  be  pleaded  in  the  way  of  abatement.  Clemens,  it  seems, 
says  in  the  same  page,  that  "  he  sprung  from  the  will  of  the 
^^  Father.'"  But  let  the  reader  see  the  whole  sentence,  that  he 
9iay  be  apprized  of  your  unrighteous  method  of  citing  authors. 
'^  Being  with  utmost  celerity  diffused  upon  all  men,  rising 
"  swifter  than  the  sun,  out  of  the  very  will  {or  heart)  of  the 
"  Father,  he  most  readily  darted  forth  God  upon  us  P."'  Would 
you  have  your  reader  here  deceived  into  an  opinion  that  Clemens 
is  speaking  of  the  Son'^s  existing  by  his  Father's  free  choice  and 
pleasure!  No  doubt  but  that  is  your  meaning,  or  something 
very  little  better;  though  Clemens  is  only  speaking  of  his 
mission  to  mankind.  JElsewhere^  you  say,  he  eaUs  him  inspector 
of  our  hearts  by  the  ^oiU  of  the  Almghty\  But  you  are  as 
unfortunate  in  this  place  as  in  the  other;  misconstruing  the 
words,  and  perverting  the  sense ;  as  I  have  elsewhere  ^  shewn. 
TlavroKpaTopiK^  6€\rjfjLaTi  signifies  by  his  own  sovereign^  aU-con- 
taining  will.  That  there  is  no  impropriety  in  applying  the 
epithet  itatrroKparopLKos  to  willf  I  proved  by  parallel  instances 
from  other  authors ;  and  shall  now  add  one  more  of  the  like 
kinds.  You  appear  very  unwilling  to  have  the  Doctor^s  criticisms' 
on  this  passage  taken  from  you  :  and  therefore  you  endeavour, 
feebly,  to  prop  them  up  again,  in  a  note,  p.  227.  You  tell  me, 
that  the  parallel  passages  I  alleged,  do  not  signify  that  God  is 
omnipresent  or  omniscient  by  his  toUly  but  by  ''  his  active 
^^  governing  wisdom.^  Be  it  so  :  then  let  the  same  answer  serve 
for  the  expression  of  Clemens ;  and  let  Christ  be  omniscient  by 
his  '^  active  governing  wisdom,^  and  now  all  is  right  again.  I 
am  not  contending  for  GocTs  or  Christ^s  knowing  all  things  by 
his  wiU^  in  the  Doctor'^s  sense :  but  why  must  Clemens  be  tied 
up  to  the  Doctor^s  strict  sense  of  tmU^  in  the  word  deXi^/mart, 
more  than  other  authorjs,  who  have  likewise  used  the  phrase  of 
all^^ntainvng  wUl^  as  well  as  Clemens!  The  Doctor^s  fanciful 
speculations  against  the  phrase  (Script.  Doctr.  p.  294.)  are  of 

P  Taxwrra  bk  (U  vavras  avSpamovs  '  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  338.  Sermons, 

BuiboBcls,  Oarrov  rjklov  i^  cnnrit  dvarei-  vol.  ii.  p.  1 60. 

Xat   rffs  irarpuerjs  ^ovX^o-ccor,   paara  ■  Tov  Otiov  Koi  vaproKparopucov  Koi 

flfuv  firvXofi^f  rbv  Qtdv.    Clem,  p.  86.  dkvrov  lifs  aya$6rnTos  avrns  fy&ros, 

<l  T6v  Kvpiop  *hj<Tovv,  t6v  t^  TTovro-  Pseudo   Dionys.   Areop.    ae    Divifi, 

KparopiK^  OtXnparitirio'KOTroy  ttjs  Kop-  Nomin,  cap.  x.  p.  829. 
dias  rfp&v,  p.  Oil. 
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as  mach  weight  against  the  phrase  in  other  authors^  as  in 
Clemens ;  that  is,  of  no  weight  at  all,  but  to  shew  the  folly  of 
interpreting  phrases  by  speoulation  and  fancy,  instead  of  looking 
into  authors,  to  see  how  they  have  been  used.  You  was  to  say 
something,  it  seems,  however  wide,  rather  than  give  up  a 
favourite  criticism. 

You  say,  Clemens  calls  the  Son  BiXtifxa  'KairroKparopiK6ir  which 
is  true ;  but  it  does  not  there  signify  the  same  as  marpuAv  diKrjfia, 
but  aU-eawtainmg  wisdom^  or  will  again ;  as  is  plain  from  the 
very  place  itself,  where  Clemens  also  styles  him  hivayA^  irayapaTfi^y 
oM-containingpower^.  And  it  is  the  very  reason  giv^i  by  Clemens, 
why  he  may  be  known  to  all,  even  to  those  that  have  not  acknow- 
ledged him ;  he  is  iray/cpaTT)s,  and  TravTOKpaTopucbs,  present  to  aU^ 
or  containing  all.  Had  Clemens  intended  your  sense,  he  would 
rather  have  expressed  it  by  irarpiK^  dcX^/xan,  as  usual »»;  op 
OeXrjixaTi  rev  Trarpits^^  or  the  like.  Nor  can  you  give  any  instance 
out  of  Clemens,  of  vavroKparopmhs^  but  where  it  either  must,  or 
however  may,  bear  the  sense  I  have  given.  The  phrase  ircarro- 
KparopiKhv  ^oikruixL  (p.  857.)  comes  the  nearest  to  the  other.  But  it 
is  there  manifest,  from  the  context,  that  it  ought  to  be  inters 
preted  in  the  same  way  as  I  have  construed  OiKrifxa  vavroKparo* 
piKov.  I  much  question  whether  itavTOKparopiKos  is  ever  used  for 
Tov  iravTOKpiTopos,  in  the  way  that  Dr.  Clarke  contends  for. 
It  is  certain,  that  the  other  which  I  contend  for  is  most  proper, 
and  is  most  usual  and  customary  in  Greek  writers.  This,  I  hope, 
may  be  su£Bicient  to  put  an  end  to  a  weak  criticism^  which  has 
nothing  in  it.     Now  let  us  go  on. 

As  to  the  Son's  mmistering^  I  have  before  answered :  and  as 
to  the  passages  you  have  selected,  one  would  think  you  had 
took  them  out  of  Bishop  Bull ;  only  leaving  out  the  Bishop's 
solutionsy :  which  is  a  very  unfair  way  of  protracting  a  con- 
troversy. 

As  to  second  cause^  you  do  not  meet  with  it  in  Clemens; 
htir^pos  alno9'  signifies  no  more  than .  ^^con^r^  causer,  rci^ci 
bevTcpof^  second  in  order  in  causal  operations.  Besides  that,  if 
it  strictly  meant  more,  allowance  must  be  made  for  Clemens, 
while  he  is  adapting  the  Platanic  to  the  Christian  Trinity,  if  he 
uses  the  Platenic  terms  ;  though  they  may  not  quadrate  exactly. 

*  So^  dc  #coi  xP*7<''"^^  ^oMfpo)-  »»  Vid.  Clem.  p.  99,  150.  Comp. 

ran;  rot)  6cov,  dwafU9  re  YTctyKpar^ff,  p.  86,  135. 

Kal  ry  i¥Ti  Otiar  ovdi  rois  fi^  ofAoKo^  *■  Vid.  Clem.  p.  156,  710. 

yovcTiv  aKaTav6rfTOSf  OfkrffjLa  najtroKpa'  f  Vid.  BulL  Def.  F.  p.  90. 

ropiK6y,    Clem.  p.  647.  «  Qem.  Alex.  p.  710. 
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You  next  cite  Clemens  for  styling  the  Father  ixSvov  Svnas 
€>€ov,  and  introducing  the  Son  as  joining  in  hjmms  of  praise  to 
him.  As  to  ixSvos,  or  other  the  like  exclusive  terms,  Clemens  made 
no  account  of  them^  in  exclusion  to  the  Son,  as  before  seen ; 
besides  that,  the  Son  is  not  only  Svt<&9  0€^$,  truly  Gody  with 
Clemens,  very  frequently*,  but  even  fi6vos  0€os,  only  God^^  and 
imly  Jvdge^^  and  onfy  Master^.  All  authors  I  have  met  with 
thus  use  exclusive  terms ;  it  being  a  rule  of  common  sense,  and 
custom  of  language,  that  such  exclusive  terms  are  to  be  strained  no 
further  than  they  are  intended  in  opposition  to  such  or  such 
things.  As  to  the  Son^s  joining  in  hymns  of  praise^  you  should 
have  told  your  reader,  that  he  is  supposed  by  Clemens,  in  that 
very  place,  to  do  it  as  in  capacity  of  High-Priest^.  I  can  scarce 
without  indignation  find  such  things  as  these  offered  by  men 
pretending  to  letters^  or  the  least  ingenmty. 

You  run  on,  about  Clemens^s  styling  the  Father  the  otm  God^ 
sfupreme  aver  aU;  though  every  body  knows  it  never  was  in- 
tended in  opposition  to  God  the  Son^  but  to  Pagan  deities :  as  is 
plain  from  what  hath  been  said.  You  next  come  to  observe  that 
Clemens  styles  the  Son  ITpcDrJicnoTos^.  This  indeed  was  worth 
remarking,  and  a  thing  fit  to  be  offered  in  the  way  of  objection ; 
though  Bishop  Bull  had  given  a  good  answer  to  it  long  agos. 
It  is  an  allusion  to  Proverbs  viii.  %%.  where  Wisdom  is  said  to 
have  been  created^  that  is,  appointed  head  over  the  works  of  Cted  ^ ; 
which  I  shall  shew,  in  due  time  and  place,  to  have  been  the 
ancient  and  Catholic  sense  of  that  text :  nor  can  any  Ante- 
Nicene  Father  be  produced  for  the  other  sense  of  creation,  in 
regard  to  that  text.  The  stale  pretence  about  Photius  and  the 
hypotyposes^  hath  been  answered  over  and  over*.  However,  it  is 
a  mere  fancy  of  yours,  that  Photius^s  censure  upon  the  hypo- 
typoses  was  grounded  upon  a  passage  found  in  his  Stromata.     I 

^  Clem.  Alex.  p.  86,  647,  6oo*  «eal  av^€dpoVf  koI  fi6vop  Svr»s  0«6v, 

^  .Clem.  Alex.  p.  84,  143.   See  also  avwfUfowrosTifuvTovQcovXSyov.didios 

another  passage  of  his  Psedagofinae,  oSros,  *h}(rovs  cTr,  6  fuyas  dpxt^pfvs 

where  he  seems  to  be  speaking  of  God  OeoO  rt  Ms,  rov  avrov  Kal  narphst 

the  Son :  the  words  are,  6  6pt(os  Oths,  virtp  av0p4m<ov  €{f;(rnu,  Koi  avBp^ois 

6  tltv  avrbs  rh  irdvra,  Kal  tA  irdvra  6  cyKcXcvcroi.    Clem,  Alex,  p.  93,  93. 

airr6s,  5rt  aMs  Qtot,  6  fi6vos  Bcdr,  '  Clem.  p.  609. 

p.  150.     Compare  a  passaffe  of  the  s  Bull.  D.  ¥,  p.  90. 

otromata,  1.  4.  oh  yiv€r<u  areicp&s  iv  ^  O^oy  atrcarrwif  r&v  ayad&v,  Otkrj' 

»s  h,  oifdi  iroXKa  m  fM€prf  6  vlot,  «iXX*  futn  rov  ircarroKparopos  irarphs,  curios 

»s  wdvra  h,  tfvBtv  km  ndvra,  6  vl6s  KaBiaraToi,  irpmrovpybs  Kun^aems, 

^  Clem.  p.  99.  dwaiUff^Xi^TTTOf  oZo'^trct.  Cfcm.  p.  833. 

d  Ibid.  p.  309.  *  BuU.  Def.  F.  p.  91.   Grabe,  In- 

«  *Afi^Tovayci/yfrroy(leg.dycyi7rov)  stances  of  Defects,  p.  i3>  &c. 
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have  now  said  enough  in  vindication  of  Clemens  ;  and  he  must 
be  a  very  orthodox  writer  indeed,  when  in  so  large  a  volume, 
and  wrote  before  the  Arian  controversy  was  started,  he  appears 
to  have  been  so  well  guarded  as  to  leave  room  only  for  very 
frivolous  exceptions ;  such,  perhaps,  as  might  most  of  them  be 
found  even  in  many  of  the  Post-Nicene  writers,  or  in  Athanasius 
himself. 

What  you  say  after  in  p.  83.  is  worth  the  taking  notice  of, 
for  the  peculiar  turn  of  it ;  and  because  it  may  let  the  reader 
into  the  true  state  of  the  dispute  between  us.     You  tell  me,  I 
am  "  forced  into  the  absurd   inconsistency   of  confounding  a 
^^  priority  0/ mere  order  (which  expresses  a  perfect  coordination  of 
^^  persons  equally  swpreme  in  authority)  with  a  subordination  of 
"  authority  and  dominion.^     You  are  troubled,  it  seems,  that  I 
will  not  suffer  two  of  the  Persons  to  be  thought  really  subjectSy 
or  servants^  that  is,  creatures  of  the^rs^.     I  am  very  earnest  and 
serious  in  it ;  nor  will  I  yield  that  momentous  point  to  you,  till 
you  are  able  to  prove  it.     As  to  inconsistency^  you  shall  see  that 
there  is  none  of  mine^  it  is  all  your  own,     I  have  sometimes 
wondered  with  myself,  how  I  came  to  be  charged  by  the  modest 
Pleader^  &c.  with  making  a  coordination  of  the  Persons ;  when  I 
every  where  admit  a  priority  of  order  in  one,  a  subordination  in 
the  other  two.     But  now  the  secret  is  out :  a  coordination  is  not 
a  coordination^  and  a  subordination  is  not  a  subordination^  if  it  be 
only  of  order ;  though  I  was  so  weak  as  to  think  that  the  words 
coordination  and  subordination^  strictly  and  properly,  respected 
order^  and  expressed  an  equality  or  inequality  of  order.     But  you 
have  a  mind  to  use  the  word  coordination  for  what  an  accurate 
man  would  call  coequaltty  :  and  so  I  am  charged  with  holding  a 
coordination.     I  confess  the  charge  :  I  always  held  a  coequality 
of  the  Persons,  though  I  never  before  knew  that  it  must  be 
called  coordination.    And  while  I  profess  a  stibordination^  I  as 
constantly  declare  against  inequality.     If  this  does  not  content 
you,  I  cannot  help  it :  it  is  not  my  fault,  nor  indeed  yours,  (for 
you  have  done  your  utmost,)  that  your  arguments  demand  no 
more.     I  will  still  maintain  a  priority  of  order^  together  with 
coequality.     And  if  you  insist  upon  it,  that  priority  of  order  is 
no  priority  o/ordery  but  a  coordination ;  every  reader,  I  suppose, 
may  see  whose  is  the  inconsistency^  yours  or  mine.     Besides  a 
subordination  of  order^  which  is  natural^  I  have  also  allowed  a 
subordination  in  office^  which  is  economical.     Is  this  also  nothing 
jnore  than  a  "  mere  position  and  order  of  words  f  True,  it  is  not 
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making  the  Father  a  90vereign  oyer  the  Son  as  his  natural 
subject,  because  I  never  intended  it :  nor  will  you  ever  be  able 
to  prove  any  thing  like  it.     But  let  us  proceed. 

A.  D.  206.  Tertullian. 

Tertullian  is  so  full  and  dear  for  all  the  three  Persons  being 
<me  God^  that  I  need  not  again  ^produce  things  so  well  known. 
You  yourself  have  confessed  it :  but  now  you  come  in  to  plead  for 
abatements ;  which,  if  you  have  ever  so  good  a  right  to  them, 
will  not,  however,  make  Tertullian  an  advocate  on  your  side,  but 
a  neuiter  at  most,  as  being  inconsistent,  and  of  no  credit.  But 
let  us  see  :  perhaps  he  may  prove  a  consistent  evidence  for  us ; 
though  it  is  utterly  impossible  he  ever  should  for  you.  You 
remind  me  of  his  being  a  Montanisty  when  he  wrote  against 
Praxeas;  which  was  scarce  worth  your  observing,  when  you 
allow  in  the  same  page  that  Tertullian  makes  Father  and  Son 
one  God,  even  in  his  Apology  ^  wrote  very  probably  before  he 
was  a  MoTitcmigt :  and  I  should  be  content  to  try  the  merits  of 
the  cause  by  that  Treatise  alone,  which  would  furnish  you  with 
few  or  no  pretences  against  his  orthodoxy  in  this  article.  But 
to  come  to  the  business. 

You  first  fall  upon  him  for  making  the  Son  no  more  than 
a  "  small  part  of  the  Father'*s  substance.'*^  To  which  I  answer, 
that  if  Tertullian  indulged  his  fancy  too  far  in  explaining  the 
doctrine,  yet  he  may  be  a  good  evidence  of  the  Church'*s  general 
doctrine,  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God.  However,  I  think 
this  objection  has  b^n  well  answered  by  Bishop  Bull*"  and  Le 
JfouTvy^  ;  whither  I  refer  the  reader.  All  I  shall  add  is  this ; 
that  if  Tertullian,  as  I  have  shewn  above,  sometimes  used  the 
term  Father  in  a  large  sense,  (as  a  head  of  a  family  sometimes 
stands  for  the  whole  family  together  with  their  head,)  then  it  is 
no  wonder,  if  God  the  Son  might  be  called  Portio  totiw^  being 
but  one  Person  of  the  Trinity,  not  all ;  as  he  styles  the  Father, 
wnus  onrniay  dum  ex  uno  onmia^.     This  might  be  illustrated  from 


^  See  my  Sermons^  vol.  ii.  p.  181,  vol.  ii.  p.  1305. 

Sec.  o  The  like  way  of  speaking  obtained 

Pater  et  Filius  et  Spiritus,  Tres  among  the  Pagans,  in  resp^  of  their 

credit!,  vnum  Deum  sistunt.     TertuU,  supreme  Jupiter,  father  of  the  other 

corttr.  Prax.  c.  31.  gods. 

^  Quod  de  Deo  profectum  est  Deus  Jupiter  omnipotens  regum  rerum- 

est  et  Dei  Filius,  et  unus  (suppl.  Deus)  que  detbnque 

ambo.  ApoL  c.  xxi.  p.  303.  Progenitor,      genitrixque     de^, 

^  BuU.  D.  F.  p.  95.  Deus  unus  et  omnia. 

^  Nourrii  Apparat.  ad  Bibl.  Max.  August,  de  C.  D.  lib.  vii.  cap.  9.  p.  170. 
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the  OMe  of  Abraluuii^  considered  as  the  father  of  many  nations, 
and  oontaining,  in  a  oertain  sense,  all  his  descendants.  Thus 
was  Abraham  tota  famUia^  and  Levi  only  derivcUio  et  partio 
totius ;  that  is,  of  Abraham^  considered  in  capacity  of  head  and 
fountain.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  confident,  that  Tertullian  had 
this  thought  in  his  mind :  but  I  propose  it  as  a  probable  conjec- 
ture, to  be  further  inquired  into,  to  make  Tertullian  appear  the 
more  reasonable  and  consistent ;  who  was  certainly  no  downright 
idiot,  such  as  your  representation  would  make  of  him.  Allowing 
such  a  supposition  as  I  have  here  offered^  there  will  be  no 
difficulty  in  accounting  for  Tertullian^s  saying,  that  the  Father 
is  major  Filio^  greater  than  the  Son,  in  the  manner  that  he  does. 
For  it  will  amount  only  to  this,  that  the  head,  considered  as  such, 
is  major  singuUs,  as  containing  all ;  though  it  cannot  be  said  of 
any  but  the  head,  because  the  rest  are  considered  only  as  single 
Persons.  In  the  other  way,  it  is  certainly  downright  nonsense  to 
suppose  the  Father,  in  his  own  proper  personal  capacity,  to  be 
the  fiohole :  for  however  small  B,part  you  suppose  the  Son  to  be, 
that  pari  must  go  in  to  make  up  the  whole ;  and  no  single  Per- 
son, barely  considered  as  such,  can  be  called  the  tohole.  But 
consider  the  Father  in  capacity  of  Head,  in  the  sense  before  in- 
timated,  and  then  the  notion  is  just,  and  has  nothing  absurd,  or 
strange  in  it.  I  may  further  argue  against  Tertullian^s  making 
the  Son  a  small  part,  as  you  say,  of  Gk>d^s  substance,  from  what 
he  says  of  the  omnipresence  of  the  Son,  in  as  full  and  ample 
terms  as  can  be  used  of  the  omnipresence  of  the  Father  him- 
selfP. 

You  go  on  (p.  77.)  to  speak  of  the  Son^s  exercising  the 
Father's  power :  right ;  because  the  Father^s  and  his  are  one<l. 

P  Habes  FWum  in   terns,  habes  ''  dividual,  (or  undivided,)  is  with  him 

Fatrem  in  caelis:   non  est  separatio  "  every  tohere.    But,  according  to  the 

ista,  sed  dispositio  divina;  cseterum  "  economy,  the  Father  would  so  have 

scimus  Deum  etiam  intra  abysses  esse,  "  it,  that  the  Son  should  be  considered 

et  ubique  consistere,  sed  vi  et  notes-  "  as  being  upon  earth,  and  himself  as 

tate :  Filium  ^uoque,  ut  indiviauum,  "  being  in  the  heavens" 

ciun  ipso  ubique.     Tamen  in  ipsa  ^  (mma,  inquit,  Patris  mea  sunt, 

(Bconomia,    Pater  voluit  Filium   in  — ~Suo  jure  omnipotens,  qua  Sermo 

terris  haboi,  se  vero  in  cslis.  TertuU.  Dei  onmipotentis,    quaque  omnium 

adv.  Prax.  c.  jxiiL  p.  514.  accepit  poteetatem.  cap.  17. 

'*  The  Son  you  have  upon  earthy  Pater  omnia  tradidit  in  manu  ejus 

"  and  the  Father  you  have  in  heaven,  —a  primordio  tradidit.    Ex  quo,  a 

**  This  is  no  separation,  but  a  divine  primoniio  Sermo  erat  apud  Deum,  et 

"  economy.  Furthermore,  we  are  cer-  Deos  erat  Sermo,  cui  data  est  omnis 

"  tain  that  Grod  is  even  in  the  abysses,    potestas  in  cselo  et  in  terra Omnem 

"  and  present  every  where,  but  in  vir-    enim  dicens  potestatem et  omnia 

/*  tue  imd  power;  the  Son  also,  as  in-  tradita  in  manu  ejus,  nullam  excep- 
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You  add,  "  by  the  Father^a  will  :*"  yes,  and  by  his  awn  too,  for 
both  are  the  same,  because  their  substance  is  one'.  You  say 
indeed  in  your  Preface,  p.  6, 7.  that  Tertullian  affirmed  the  same 
thing  even  of  angeby  or  rational  souls,  that  ^*  they  were  generated 
"  from  the  substance  of  the  Father  i*^  and  to  shew  that  you 
really  believe  it,  you  quote  (p.  55.)  three  places  of  Tertullian,  to 
prove  it.  Had  this  been  the  case,  I  would  have  given  you  up 
Tertidlian  for  a  madman.  But  it  is  your  misfortune,  in  two  of 
the  places,  very  innocently  to  give  us  Marcion^s  tenet  for  Ter- 
tollian'^s  own.  And  as  to  the  third  place,  out  of  his  book  against 
Praxeas,  it  is  very  wide  of  the  purpose ;  being  no  more  than 
this,  that  God  breathed  into  man  the  breath  of  life,  a  peculiar 
privilege  of  man  above  all  the  animal  creation.  See  below^  what 
he  says  of  angels. 

But  to  proceed ;  You  talk  of  the  Son*s  subjecUony  as  from 
Tertullian :  concealing  from  your  reader  that  it  is  of  a  sul^feciion 
posterior  to  the  incarnation,  an  economical  subjection :  and  that 
Tertullian  denies  any  sul>;ection,  such  as  you  are  aiming  at,  in  full 
and  express  terms  ^  You  add,  ^'  upon  this  disparity  of  the  Son 
**  to  the  Father,  (directly  contrary  to  your  notion  of  an  equaUiy 
"  in  mpreme  authority,)  as  well  as  upon  his  notion  of  consuhita/nr' 
"  tiaUty,  does  he  ground  his  denial  of  two  Gods.*"  False  every 
word :  how  can  you  let  your  pen  loose,  to  write  at  this  rate ! 
Tertullian^s  notion  of  ofie  common  stipreme  authority  is  exactly  the 
same  with  mine" :  that  the  three  Persons  are  of  one  statCy  one 
substance,  one  divinity,  one  aufreme  power  and  authority y  as  being 
one  God.  When  Tertullian  says,  non  statu  sed  graduy  by  gradus 
he  means  ordery  as  Bishop  Bull  hath  observed,  1>.  F.  p.  96. 

And  where  does  Tertullian  found  his  denial  of  ttoo  Oods  upon 
the  disparity  of  Father  Mid  Son!  Or  where  does  he  resolve 
the  Unity y  as  you  do,  into  the  Father  aioncy  casting  out  God  the 
Son  from  the  one  Oodhead  f  His  constant  way  is  to  take  in  both, 

tionemtemporispermittit;  quia  omnia  stantia  Patris.     Contr.  Prax,  cap.  3. 

Hon  erunt,  si  non  omnia  tern  pons  fa-  ^  Sophiam       '  mm  sibi  subaitttm, 

erint.  cap.  16.  non  statu  diver8am,8ic,     Tert,  contr, 

r  Quale  est  at  Deus  divisionem  et  Hermog.  cap.  18. 

dispersionem  pati  videatar  in  Rlio  et  ^  Tres  aatem  non  statu  sed  grada, 

Spuita    Sancto— — tarn    consortibus  nee  substantia  sed  forma,  nee  notes- 

sibstsntuB  Patris,  Sec, — Csetenim,  qui  tate  sed  specie :  tifi«i»  autem  suostan^ 

Filium  non  aliunde  dedaco^  sed  de  ti€B,eitmiu8  status,  etuniuspotestatis, 

ssbstamtia  Patris,  nihil  fadentem  sine  quia  anas  Deas.  towtr,  Prax,  cap.  2. 

Patris  vohtmtate,  omnem  a  Patre  con-  Trinitas,  nnius  divimtatis,    rater, 

secutam  potestatem.  Sec,    Ado.  Praa^.  Filius,  et  Spiritus  Sanctas.    De  Pu- 

cap.  3,  4.  dieit,  cap.  31. 

»  Ange* 


"  Angrelorum — alienoram   a   sub- 
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and  thus  he  makes  of  both  but  one  God,  What  you  cite  from 
his  13th  chapter  is  not  at  all  to  your  purpose.  He  plays  awhile 
with  Praxeas,  telling  him,  that  if  he  would  be  so  hard,  as  to 
insist  upon  it  that  Father  and  Son  must  be  ttoo  GodSy  on  the 
Catholic  scheme^  then  let  them  be  so;  and  let  him  at  least 
grant,  that  Father  and  Son  may  be  ttoo  Gods^  the  Son  having 
certainly  as  good,  or  much  better  right  to  be  called  God,  than 
many  others  whom  scripture  has  so  styled.  But  after  he  had 
thus  argued  awhile  ad  hominetriy  and  ex  hypothesi,  he  returns  to 
his  position,  that  they  are  not  two  Gods^^  but  one  God,  because 
of  unity  of  substance  and  original.  His  reasoning,  in  short,  comes 
to  this,  that  if  the  Catholic  doctrine,  as  Praxeas  insisted,  must 
be  Ditheism,  then  let  it  be  so  ;  so  long  as  it  is  Scriptwe  Ditheism^ 
and  the  doctrine  certainly  true,  whatever  name  it  be  called  by : 
but  still  a  very  good  reason  may  and  has  been  assigned  why  it 
is  not,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be  called  Ditheism ;  because 
Father  and  Son  are  really  one  God,  as  being  of  one  substance^ 
and  the  Son  referred  up  to  the  Father  as  his  head  and  source. 
This  is  the  sum  of  Tertullian^s  thoughts  on  that  head ;  which 
are  as  contrary  to  yours,  as  light  to  darkness. 

You  have  Miother  little  shift  grounded  upon  Tertullian's 
blaming  Praxeas  for  making  the  Father  incarnate,  whom  he 
there  calls  ipse  Deus  and  Dominus  onmipotens;  as  if  Tertullian 
might  not  emphatically  style  the  Father  Ood,  without  denying 
it  of  the  Son.  Those  phrases  there  are  nothing  but  so  many 
periphrases  for  God  the  Father,  and  do  not  at  all  relate  to  your 
purpose :  unless  denying  the  Father  to  be  incarnate,  be  denying 
Christ s  supreme  divinity;  where  I  see  nothing  like  a  con- 
sequence. 

As  to  Tertullian's  asserting  a  temporary  generation,  it  is 
common  to  him  and  many  Catholic  writers,  both  Ante-Nicene 
and  Post-NiceneX ;  and  has  no  difficulty  in  it,  when  rightly 

X  Duos  tamen  Decs  et  duos  Doipi-  tionem  reddidimus ;  qua  Dei  non  duo 

nosnunquamezorenostroproferimus  dicantur^  nee  Domini^  sed  qua  Pater 

Nam  etsi  soles  duos  non  faciam,  et  Filius  duo :  et  hoc  non  ex  separa- 

tamen  et  solem  et  radios  ejus  tam  duas  tione  substantuB,  sed  ex  dispositione, 

res  et  duas  species  tmius  tndivis<e  sub'  cumindimdvumti  inseparatum  Filium 

stantuB  numerabo^  quam  Deum  et  a  Patre  pronuntiamus,  nee  statu  sed 

sermonem  ejus,  quam  Patrem  et  Fi-  gradu  ahum;  qui  etsi  Deus  dicatur, 

hum.     Tert.  contr,  Prax.  cap.  13.  auandonominatur  singularis,  non  ideo 

Si  Fihum  nolunt  secundum  a  ratre  auos  Deos  fiaciat  sed  unum,  hoc  ipso, 

reputari,  ne  secundus  duos  faciat  Deos  quod  et  Deus  ex  unitate  Patris  vocari 

dici,  ostendimus  etiam  duos  Deos  in  habeat.  cap.  19. 
Scriptura  relates,  et  duos  Dominos;        7  Hilanus  in  Matt.  P*  743*  Zeno 

et  tamen  ne  deisto  scandalizentur,  ra-  Veron.  ap.  Bull.  p.  300.   Phaebadius. 
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understood.  What  you  add  from  TertuUian's  Tract  against 
Hermogenes,  is  indeed  of  some  weight,  and  the  most  material 
objection  that  his  works  can  furnish  you  with.  Yet  you  should 
not  have  concealed  from  your  reader,  that  Bishop  Bull^  has 
spent  a  large  chapter  particularly  in  answer  to  it:  and  it  must 
appear  very  strange,  that  TertuUian,  who  at  other  times  speaks 
so  highly  of  God  the  Son,  should  designedly  contradict  so  many 
clear  and  plain  passages  of  his  works,  by  denying  the  coetemitif 
of  the  Son,  and  reducing  him  to  a  creature.  Is  the  divinity^ 
subsisting  in  three^  similar  with  itself,  one  only^  and  capable  of 
no  degrees^  (the  express  doctrine  of  this  writer,)  and  yet  made 
up  of  eternal  and  temporary^  Creator  and  creature^  differing 
infinitely?  Is  eternity  and  immutability  contained  in  the  name 
and  notion  of  God^  and  particularly  as  applicable  to  God  the 
Son^,  and  yet  the  Son  have  neither  eternity  nor  immutability  f 
In  a  word,  can  Tertullian  pretend,  that  an  inferior  God  is  non- 
sense and  contradiction^,  and  at  the  same  time  assert  a  creature, 
a  being  of  yesterday,  to  be  God^  nay,  and  one  Ood  with  the 
Father !  These  are  such  glaring  and  palpable  absurdities,  that  a 
man  of  any  tolerable  capacity  or  thought  (Mid  Tertullian  was  a 
man  of  no  mean  abilities)  could  scarce  have  been  capable 
of  admitting  them.  Wherefore  they  are  to  be  commended,  who 
have  endeavoured  to  bring  Tertullian  out  of  these  difficulties, 
and  to  reconcile,  if  possible,  the  seeming  repugnances.  There 
was  one  way  left  for  it,  which  the  excellent  Bishop  Bull,  and 
after  him  the  learned  Le  Nourry,  has  taken.  Tertullian  is 
known  to  have  distinguished  between  Ratio  and  Sermo,  both 
of  them  names  of  the  selfsame  Aoyo9,  considered  at  different 
times,  under  different  capacities ;  first  as  silent  and  unoperating, 
alone  with  the  Father,  afterwards  ^roc^iw^,  or  going*  forth  from 
the  Father ;  to  operate  in  the  creation.     With  this  procession  he 


Bibl.  Pair.  torn.  4.  Prudentius.  Hymn.  »vum,  perseverando  scilicet  in  sua 

zi.  p.  44.  Rupertus  Tuitiensis.  Pseud-  fonna.  Ado.  Prax.  cap.  37.  Vid.  Bull. 

Ambroe.    de   Fid.    Orthod.  cap.  ii.  p.  345. 

p.  340.  ^  Neaue    enim    proximi    erimus 

>  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  iii.  cap.  10.  opinioniDUs  nationum,  quae  si  quando 

*  Deum  immutabilem  et  infonna-  coguntur  Deum  confiteri,  tamen  et 

bilem  credi  necesse  est,  at  seteroum.  alios  infra  ilium  volunt.    Divinitas 

Transfiguratio  autem  interemptio  est  autem    gradum    non  habet^   utpote 

pristiDi.      Omne    enim  auodcunque  unica.     Contr,  Hermog,  cap.  7.  Deus 

transfiffuratur  in  aliud,  desinit  esse  non  eritdicendus,  quia  nee  credendus, 

quod  luerat,  et  incipit  esse  quod  non  nisi  summum  magnum.    Nega  Deum 

erat.     Deus  autem  neque  desinit  esse,  quem  dicis  deteriorem.     Contr,  Marc. 

neque  aliud  potest  esse.    Sermo  autem  bb.  i.  cap.  6. 
Dauj  et  Senno  Domini  manet  in 
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supposes  (as  do  many  others)  the  SonsKip  properly  to  oommenoe. 
So  that  though  the  Logos  had  always  existed,  yet  he  beoiune 
a  Son  m  time;  and  in  this  sense  there  was  a  time  when  the 
Father  had  no  Son;  he  had  his  ASyosy  his  living  substantial 
Logos,  his  2o<t>la,  with  whom  he  conversed,  as  his  Counsellor: 
but  the  Logos  was  not  yet  a  Son,  till  he  came  out  to  create. 
This  notion  of  a  temporal  Sonship  was  what  Tertullian  endea- 
voured to  make  some  use  of  in  his  dispute  with  Hermogenes,  who 
asserted  matter  to  be  eternal^  tmrnade,  and  unhegotten ;  in  short, 
self-emstent  in  the  highest  sense.  Tertullian  tliought  it  might  be 
an  argument  ad  hominem,  against  Hermogenes,  that  he  hereby 
made  matter  in  some  sense  higher  than  even  God  the  Son; 
while  he  supposed  it  absolutely  tmderived,  and  in  no  sense 
derived  or  begotten  at  all ;  which  was  more  than  could  be  said  of 
God  the  Son,  who  was  begotten,  and  proceeded  of  the  Father. 
This  appears  to  have  been  Tertullian^s  real  and  full  meaning, 
however  he  happened,  in  the  prosecution  of  the  argument,  to  run 
some  expressions  rather  too  far  ;  as  is  often  seen  in  the  heat  of 
dispute,  in  very  good  writers.  Allowii^  him  only  the  favour  of 
a  candid  construction,  he  may  at  length  be  made  consktent ; 
said  his  other  expressions  stand  without  contradiction  :  and  he 
has  the  greater  right  to  it,  upon  the  principles  of  common 
equity ;  since  one  obscwre  passage  ought  never  to  be  set  again^ 
many,  Bxii.  plain  ones. 

You  proceed  to  obviate  a  passage  which  we  are  wont  to  cite 
for  the  eqtudity.  I  have  cited  others  stronger  and  Ailler,  which 
you  have  not  took  notice  of.  Your  correction  of patrem  tor  parem, 
is  what  I  had  met  with  before,  and  it  seems  to  me  very  just. 
But  your  quotation  from  his  book  de  Je/unUs,  to  take  off  the 
force  of  the  words  ceqitat  etjtmgit,  does  not  so  well  satisfy  me : 
because  there  is  a  great  deal  of  difference  betwixt  a^quat  when 
used  absolutely,  and  when  only  in  a  certain  respect.  However, 
as  I  never  insisted  upon  the  force  of  the  word  cequat  in  that 
place,  nor  have  any  occasion  for  it,  after  so  many  other  more 
certain  and  less  exceptionable  evidences  of  Tertullian'*s  making 
Father  and  Son  one  God  supreme ;  so  I  shall  not  be  at  the 
trouble  to  inquire  further  about  it. 

Our  next  author  is, 

A.  D.  240.  HiPPOLYTUS. 

This  writer  you  bear  somewhat  hard  upon:  spurious  and 
interpolated  are  the  names  you  give  him.  I  must  first  see  upon 
what  grounds;   and  then  proceed  with  him,  if  we  find  him 
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genuine.  In  a  note  to  p.  39,  you  are  pleased  to  favour  me  with 
your  reasons.  We  need  say  nothing  of  Dr.  Mill,  who  I  presume 
had  never  seen  the  Greek  of  Hippoly  tus  against  Noetus.  Neither 
need  we  lay  any  great  stress  upon  Photius^s  caUing  the  whole 
piece  against  heresies  fiipXihipiov,  a  Uiile  book^  as  you  say,  since 
we  know  not  by  what  rules  and  measures  Photius  judged  of  the 
greatness  or  littleness  of  a  book,  or  to  what  kind  of  tracts  he 
confined  the  name  of  ^ipXibipiov.  These  things  are  slight,  and 
sncli  as  critics  would  scarce  mention.  I  find  that  some  very 
good  judges,  as  Tillemont  and  Fabrieius,  (I  do  not  know  how 
many  more,)  take  the  piece  to  be  genuine :  and  nobody  can 
doubt  but  it  is  at  least  so  in  part ;  as  one  may  perceive  by  what 
is  borrowed  from  it  by  Epiphanius.  The  only  question  is  about 
interpolatims.  Mr.  Whiston  was  so  sanguine  as  to  say,  he  had 
evidently  demonsirated'',  that  it  was  <m»  half  of  it  inierpolaUd^  and 
by  an  Athanasian ;  because  Theodorit  and  pope  €telasius  had 
both  of  them  quoted  a  passage  out  of  it,  which  appears  much 
shorter  there  than  in  Hippolytus,  as  now  publidied.  You  are 
BO  wise  as  to  drop  Theod<mt,  bring  apprised,  perhaps,  that 
Theodorit^s  quotation  was  not  from  this  treatise  against  Noetus, 
but  out  of  another  work  of  Hippolytus,  upon  the  ssctmd  Psalm^  : 
and  what  great  wonder  is  it,  if  an  author,  in  two  distinct  tracts, 
borrows  from  himself;  expressing  the  same  thought  here  more 
briefly,  there  more  at  large?  Oelasius  indeed  refers  to  the 
Memaria  Hceresiwin :  but  as  his  quotation  is  exactly  the  same 
with  Theodorit's,  and  probably  tak^i  from  him,  at  second  hand ; 
Theodorit  is  the  more  to  be  depended  on,  as  being  the  elder ^  and 
as  being  a  Greek  writer,  and  noted  for  his  accuracy ;  and  hia 
works  preserved  with  greater  care  than  GtolasiusV  Whether 
the  mistake  of  Memaria  HoBtemm  was  Gelasius^s  own,  or  his  tran- 
scriber's, an  easy  account  may  be  given  of  it ;  since  Hippolytus'a 
piece  against  heresies  was  the  most  noted  of  any,  and  was 
preserved  entire  for  a  long  season,  and  besides  really  had  in  it  a 
passage  very  like  that  other  out  of  his  Comments  on  the  Psalms; 
and  it  might  seem  no  great  matter,  which  of  the  pieces  they 
referred  to.  These  considerations  shew  how  little  your  critical 
censure  of  a  book  is  to  be  depended  on :  I  will  therefore  still 
continue  to  quote  Hippolytus  as  genuine,  till  I  see  some  better 
reasons  against  it  than  you  have  here  offered.  What  you  hint  of  its 

^  Mr.  Whiston's  Answer  to  Lord    vtlas  rov  fi.  ^raXfu>v.  I^eod.  Dial.  ii. 
Nottingham,  p.  10.  p.  167. 

<*  Tov  ayUw  'linroXvrov,  iK  rrjs  ipfi^" 
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being  changed  into  a  homily  in  latter  times,  is  sufficiently 
answered  by  Fabricius,  vol.  ii.  p.  6.  Let  us  now  see  what 
Hippolytus  has  to  offer  in  relation  to  our  main  dispute. 

I  produced  the  passages  which  I  most  insist  upon  (to  prove 
that  Father  and  Son  are  one  Chd)  in  my  Defence,  first  briefly, 
(vol.  i.  p.  287.)  and  afterwards  more  at  large  in  my  Sermons,  vol. 
ii.  p.  1 8a,  &c.  whither,  to  save  myself  the  trouble  of  repeating, 
I  beg  leave  to  refer  the  reader.  You  have  some  pretended 
counter-evidence  to  produce,  as  usual,  in  order  to  evade  the  force 
of  what  I  offered.  You  say,  (p.  90.)  that  "  though  he  seems  to 
^'  aim  at  including  the  Son  and  Spirit ;  in  some  sense  in  the  one 
''  God,^  (it  is  well  however  that  he  does  not  aim  at  excluding 
them,  having  quite  other  intentions  than  you  have,)  "yet  he 
expressly  ascribes  to  the  Father,  not  a  priority  of  order  only, 
but  a  real  supremacy  of  authority  and  dominion.'"  Where  are 
your  proofs  ?  The  first  is,  that  he  talks  of  the  Father^s  com- 
ma/ndingy  the  Son  obeying:  so  did  Athanasius,  Basil,  Cyril, 
Hilary,  Marius  Victorinus,  and  others%  who  notwithstanding 
would  have  detested  your  notion :  for  they  never  suspected  any 
thing  of  subjection  or  servility  in  it,  but  only  a  different  order  or 
momner  of  operating,  so  far  as  concerns  the  work  of  creation  ? 
and  a  voluntary  condescension,  or  olKovofiCa,  as  to  other  matters. 
But  Hippolytus  says,  by  this  Trinity  the  Father  is  glorified. 
No  doubt  of  it,  since  nothing  can  be  more  for  his  glory ^  than  to 
have  two  such  divine  and  glorious  Persons  proceeding  from  him, 
and  ever  abiding  with  him:  and  they  that  lessen  this  glory ^ 
lessen  him ;  who,  in  a  certain  sense,  is  the  to  irav.  You  add,  as 
from  Hippolytus,  that  the  Father  "  begat  the  Son"^  (that  is,  sent 
or  shewed  him  to  the  world,  which  is  Hippolytus^s  meaningO 
**  when  he  willed,  and  as  he  willed.'^  Undoubtedly  in  Hip- 
polytus^s  sense,  just  as  he  sent  him  to  be  incarnate  of  the  blessed 
Virgin,  "when  he  willed,  and  as  he  willed.'"  All  you  have 
further  material,  I  have  answered  above.  You  will  never  be 
able  to  shew,  that  either  subordination^  or  ministration,  or  the 
Son's  condescending  to  become  man,  and  in  that  capacity  a 
servant  to  the  Father,  is  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of 
both  the  Persons  being  one  God  supreme.     You  make  a  show  of 

®  See  my  Sermons^  vol.  ii.  p.  63.  K6a'fui^f  6parhv  rroUi — (^r  ex  <f>wrhs 

Or  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  80.  et  alibi.  vcwwv  nporJKev  rj  jericrct  Kvpiov,  r6p 

Or  Petavius  de  Trin.  lib.  ii.  cap.  7.  fetov  vow,  ouny  /liijp  vp&rtpov  6par6p 

'"Ore    4^'Xi;<r€v,   koB^s    ffBekrfafv,  virapxovTa,    &c.    mpp.   contr.   Noit. 

Idci^  t6p  \6yov  avTov — X6yov  ^x®"  ^  P*  '3' 

iavT^,  a6par6v  t€  Brra  r^  KTiCofUv^ 
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produoiDg  the  aneienta  against  me ;  whereas^  in  reality,  you  can 
pick  nothing  from  them  more  than  I  am  ready  to  allow,  as  well 
as  they:  and  you  endeavour  to  turn  what  they  and  I  agree 
equally  in,  against  them,  as  well  as  me,  by  the  imaginary  strength 
of  two  or  three  false  maxims,  which  you  have  laid  down  to  your- 
self, as  so  many  principles  of  reason.  It  might  be  pleasant  to 
observe,  what  a  dance  you  are  leading  us  through  Scripture  and 
Fathers,  and  all  for  amusement ;  while  the  true  secret  of  the 
business  is  kept  behind  the  scenes. 

The  case  lies  here.  Scripture  and  Fathers  agree  in  these  three 
things,  as  I  also  do.  i.  That  the  Son,  from  the  time  of  his 
incarnation,  was  really  subject,  in  one  capacity  or  other,  to  God. 

2.  That  before  his  incarnation  he  ministered  to  the  Father ;  as 
well  in  the  creation,  as  in  all  transactions  between  God  and  man. 

3.  That,  as  a  Son,  he  is  subordinate  to  the  Father,  referred  to 
him  as  his  Head.  Now  your  way  is  to  take  one  or  more  of  these 
three  premises,  and  from  thence  to  draw  your  inference  against 
the  Son^s  being  God  supreme.  This  inference  you  draw  from  these 
premises,  first,  as  found  in  Scripture.  The  same  inference  you 
draw  from  the  same  premises,  as  found  perhaps  in  Justin  Martyr ; 
the  same  inference  again  from  the  same  premises,  as  found  in 
Irenseus ;  and  so  quite  through  the  Fathers.  But  a  man  may 
ask,  since  the  premises  are  taken  for  granted  on  both  sides,  might 
it  not  be  a  much  shorter  and  clearer  way,  to  wave  further  proof 
of  the  premises  from  Scripture  and  Fathers,  and  to  lay  all  the 
stress  upon  making  out  the  inference,  in  a  set  dissertation  to  that 
purpose  ?  Bight :  but  then  every  body  would  see  (what  is  not  to 
be  told)  that  it  is  not  Scriptures  or  Fathers  you  depend  on,  but 
philosophy ;  which,  while  you  mix  it  all  the  way  with  Scripture 
and  amiiquity,  is  not  thought  to  be,  what  it  really  is,  the  true 
source  and  spring  of  the  opposition  you  make  to  us ;  and  which, 
while  it  is  behind  the  curtain  unperceived,  is  yet  the  only  thing 
that  raises  all  the  disturbance.     But  to  proceed. 

A.D.  249.  Origen. 
Origen,  one  of  the  most  learned  and  considerable  writers  of 
his  age,  was  another  voucher  I  had  produced  for  the  truth  of  the 
doctrine  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God^.     I  have  before  vin- 
dicated the  true  construction  of  the  passages,  and  have  observed, 

'  "Eva  cZv  eciv,  tt)ff  oTTodcdo^ica/icv,  "  worship  one  God,  the  Father  and 

rAv  noTfpa  koX  t6v  vl6v  BepatrtvofAev.  **  the  Son." 
Grig,  contr.  Cels.  p.  386.  8  See  what  I  have  said  above ;  and 

"  We  therefore,  as  we  have  shewn,  compare  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  182. 

VOL.  II.  H  h 
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from  the  oircumstanoeSy  of  what  moment  such  a  resolution  as 
that  of  Origen,  in  so  critical  and  nice  a  point,  (on  which  de- 
pended the  grand  question  of  Polytheism  between  Christians  and 
Pagans,)  is,  and  ought  to  be,  when  duly  considered.  You  pre- 
tend, p.  82.  it  is  Tiot  clear  that  Origen^s  words  must  bear  my 
sense.  I  do  not  wonder  at  your  holding  out  in  such  a  place  as 
this :  it  must  trouble  you  to  find  yourselves  condemned  in  the  most 
important  article  of  all;  and  that  by  Origen  too,  whom  you 
would  have  to  be  s,  favourer  of  you,  as  he  is  much  a  favourite 
with  you.  But  as  to  the  sense  of  his  words,  it  is  so  exceeding 
elear^  from  the  whole  scope  and  context,  that  nothing  can  be 
more  so.  See  what  I  have  said  above.  What  then  must  be 
done  next  ?  Still  you  say,  admitting  my  construction,  it  is  9k>^  to 
my  purpose.  What!  not  to  my  purpose  that  Father  and  Son 
are  (me  God ;  which  is  what  I  quoted  it  for  ?  And  if  they  are  one 
Gody  they  are  one  God  supreme.  You  add,  that  Origen,  in  that 
very  place,  "  explains  at  large  liow  the  Father  and  Son  are  <ww, 
"  and  also  what  sort  of  worship  is  to  be  paid  the  Son.**^  The 
sense,  you  pretend,  is,  "  that  Christians  still  worshipped  but  one 
"  God,*"  (the  Fatlier^  I  suppose,  you  mean,)  "  because  they  wor- 
"  shipped  the  Father  by  or  through  the  Son."**  Ridiculous  :  for 
so  Celsus  and  all  the  wiser  Pagans  worshipped  but  one  God; 
because  they  worshipped  the  one  supreme^  by  and  through  all 
their  other  deities.  How  then  did  this  answer  clear  the  Chris- 
tians from  the  worship  of  ©eoiy,  Gods,  more  than  the  Pagans  f 
Was  Origen  no  wiser  than  to  expose  himself  and  his  cause  to 
ridicule,  by  so  weak  a  reply  ?  The  strength  of  his  solution  rests 
entirely  upon  this  ;  that  Father  and  Son  are  but  one  God ;  and 
therefore  the  Christians  worshipped  not  many :  he  takes  in  both, 
to  make  the  iv,  the  unum,  the  one  thing  worshipped :  otherwise 
there  was  no  occasion  for  saying  that  they  were  one ;  one  in 
nature^  (as  I  understand  by  his  instance  of  believers^  who  were 
all  of  the  sams  nature^  and  as  such  equals)  and  one  also  in  concord^ 
agreement,  and  sameness  of  will :  which  is  the  very  account 
which  Post-Nicene  Fathers  also  give  of  the  Unity ;  as  Hilary, 
Epiphanius,  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  Gregory  Nyssen,  and  Austin, 
referred  to  in  my  Defence**.  I  shall  here  only  cite  the  last  of 
them  S  who  may  speak  for  all  the  rest.     I  shall  have  occasion 

b  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  485,  &c.  essent,  et  consensUme  non  assent ;  non 

i  Hi  tres,  quia  unius  substantias  summe  unum  essent:   si  vero  natwra 

sunt,  unum  sunt ;  et  summe  unum  ubi  dispares    essent,   unum    non   essent. 

nulla  naturarum,  nulla  est  cUversitas  Augusiin.  cotitr.  Max.  lib.  ii.  p.  698. 

voluntatum.     Si  autem  natura  unum        Etiam  nos  quippe  incomparabilem 
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hereafler  to  discourse  you  fully  upon  the  head  ot^worehip,  and  to 
vindicate  Origen  from  your  misrepresentations.  It  may  suffice, 
for  the  present,  to  say,  that  the  considering  the  two  Persons 
under  distinct  offices  (a  good  rule  for  the  regulating  the  direction 
of  our  prayers)  is  no  argument  either  against  the  Son^s  being 
vwpreme  God^  (which  is  no  word  of  office^)  or  for  tico  fvorsMpSy 
sovereign  and  inferior^  which  you  contend  for. 

The  other  passages  of  Origen  which  you  refer  me  to  (in  pages 
4?  5?  ^o,  23,  a8,  31,  49,  56,  70.)  are  most  of  them  taken  from 
Origen's  less  accurate,  or  interpolated  writings ;  which  ai'e  of  no 
weight,  any  further  than  they  agree  with  his  piece  against  Celsus. 
And  what  you  have  out  of  that  very  piece,  has  been  mostly 
answered  by  Bishop  Bull,  and  is  not  to  your  purpose. 

The  passage  you  quote  (p.  10.)  shews  one  advantage  the 
Christians  had,  that  they  could  plead  a  command  for  the  worship 
of  Christ,  which  the  Pagans  could  not  for  their  deities:  not 
that  this  was  all  they  had  to  say,  but  it  was  somethinff^  and  too 
considerable  to  be  omitted.  What  you  cite  p.  24,  I  answered 
in  my  Defence,  (p.  488)  referring  also,  in  my  later  editions,  to 
Bishop  Bull  and  Mr.  Bingham  *f.  What  you  have,  p.  28,  is  only 
that  God  the  Son  was  sent.  Your  citation,  p.  31,  is  answered 
by  Bishop  BuU^  What  you  have,  p.  49,  is  full  for  a  perfect 
equality  of  all  essential  ffreatness^y  and  therefore  is  directly 
against  you.  And  I  must  charge  it  on  you  as  a  false  and 
groundless  report  of  Origen,  when  you  say  (p.  83.)  that  he  is 
one  who  in  his  whole  works  does  "  most  fully,  clearly,  and 
"  expressly  insist  on  the  direct  contrary  to  my  notion."  So  far 
from  it,  that  in  his  latest,  best,  and  most  certainly  genuine  work, 
he  is  all  the  way  directly  contrary  to  your  notion,  and  conform- 
able to  mine;  as  Bishop  Bull  has  abundantly  demonstrated: 
nor  have  you  so  much  as  pretended  to  confute  what  the  Bishop 
has  said. 

A.  D.  2^6.  Cyprian. 

I  cited  Cyprian  in  my  Sermons «»,  in  proof  of  the  three  Persons 

consensum  voluntatis,  at^ue  individual    ol  iv  Xpiar^  KanjpTiaiUvoi,  els  ry 
caritatis,  Patris  et  Filii  et    Spiritus     X<$y^  r^r  trvficfMDviag,  koI  r^s  <l>v<reu:s. 


Sancti,confitemur;  prt^ter  quod  dici-     Theod.  Dial.  IV.  ad  Maced.  torn.  v. 

mu8,  Haec  Trinitas  unus  est  Dens.    p.  373. 

August,  contr.  Max.  lib.  ii.  p.  730.        ^  Bull,  Def.  F.  p.  121.  Bingham, 


See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  488.  Orig.  Eccl.  lib.  xiii.  cap.  2.  p.  45. 

To  the  same  purpose  speaks  Theo-        ^  Bull.  Def.  F.  p.  20a. 
dorit,  or  Maximus.  "»  See  above,  p.  414. 

Eh  Ot6g,  ovx^  mg  rpiawvfws,  oXX'  »s        ^  Sermon  viii.  vol.  ii.  p.  183. 

H  h  C( 
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being  07ie  God,  He  does  not  use  the  very  words,  but  he  suffi- 
ciently intimates  the  thing.  I  shall  not  here  repeat  what  I  said, 
but  refer  the  reader  to  it. 

A.  D.  %6o.  DioNYsius  of  Borne,  with  his  clergy. 

This  author  I  also  cited  in  my  Sermons®.  We  have  but  a 
small  fragment  of  him  preserved  by  Athanasius:  but  it  is  of 
admirable  use  for  shewing  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  pro- 
fessed by  the  Church  of  Christ  at  that  time.  Sabellius,  who  had 
started  up  but  a  few  years  before,  gave  occasion  to  the  Church 
to  reconsider  and  to  clear  this  article. 

One  may  see  from  Dionysius,  not  only  what  speculations  some 
at  that  time  had,  but  also  what  were  approved,  and  what  not. 
We  have  no  less  than  four  hypotheses  there  intimated  :  and  all 
condemned  but  the  one  only  true  one. 

1.  One  was  the  Sabellian^  making  the  Son  the  Father,  and 
the  Father  the  Son? ;  which  Dionysius  condemns. 

2.  A  second  was  of  those  who,  in  their  extreme  opposition  to 
Sabellianism^  made  rpus  &.pyas,  three  principles ;  and,  of  conse- 
quence, Tpety  vnooTi<T€is  (ivas  &XX.rj\<av  'navrinrao'i  Kexcapia-pL^va^j 
three  independent^  separate  HypostaseSy  unallied  to  each  other j  and 
not  united  in  one  head.  This  is  condenmed  as  Tritheism ;  and 
as  being  near  akin  to  the  Marcionite  doctrine  of  three  principles ; 
(against  which  I  presume  the  Canon^  that  goes  under  the  name 
of  apostolical%  was  first  made ;)  and  which  Dionysius  censures 
as  diabolical^  doctrine.  Here  it  is  observable,  that  we  meet 
with  three  ffypostaseSy  first  introduced  in  the  third  century,  in 
opposition  to  the  Noetian  and  Sabellian  doctrine  of  one  Hypostasis, 
and  thought  very  proper  to  express  the  sense  of  the  Church ; 
provided  the  Hypostases  were  not  made  separate,  as  so  many 
heads,  or  principles.  For  the  Church  has  always  condemned  the 
notion  of  rpets  ipyjiKoX  vTroorio-cis*.  Origen  is,  I  think,  the  first 
writer  now  extant  that  makes  mention  of  two  or  more  Hypostases 
in  the  Trinity. 

3.  A  third  opinion  which  some  were  likewise  apt  to  fall  into, 
in  opposition  to  Sabellius,  was  to  make  the  Father  only  the  ofw 
God ;  reducing  the  Son,  and,  of  consequence,  the  Holy  Ghast^  to 

o  Sermon  viii.  vol.  ii.  p.  184.  '  MupKLavos  yap  rov  fjMTcu6<f>povos 

P  *0fA€vyap{2afi€\Kios)fi\aaxl>TffKi,  blbaypa,  ds  rptis  apxas  rris  pjovap\ias 

avrhv  rhv  vlhv  thfoi  Xcywv  rhv  irartpa,  Top.^p  Koi  duupfciv,  fra/dcvfux  hp  diaj^O' 

Ka\  ipndkw.  p.  33 1.  \ik6v,  &c.   Dumys.  p.  231. 

^  Apost.  Can.  49.  ubi  damnatur        »  See  Basil,  ae  Sp.  S.  p.  130. 
quisqms  baptizaverit  in  Tp€U  dvdpxovs. 
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the  condition  of  precarious  beings^  or  creatines.  But  this  also  is 
condemned  by  Dionysius,  in  smart  terms,  as  blasphemy^  in  a  very 
high  degree. 

4.  After  rejecting  the  former  three  false  and  heretical  tenets, 
he  at  length  gives  us  the  true  faith  of  the  Church,  to  this  purpose. 
"  Therefore  it  concerns  us  by  all  means  not  to  divide  the 
"  venerable  divine  Unity  (or  Monad)  into  three  Deities^  nor  to 
"  lessen  the  superlative  majesty  and  greatness  of  our  Lord  by 
'^  making  him  a  creature ;  but  to  believe  in  God  the  Father 
''  Almighty,  and  in  Christ  Jesus  his  Son,  and  in  the  Holy  Ghost ; 
"  and  that  the  Word  is  united^mth  the  God  over  all :  for,  he 
"  says, '  I  and  my  Father  are  one ;'  and  '  I  am  in  the  Father, 
"  and  the  Father  in  me.**  So  shall  the  divine  Trinity^  as  also 
"  the  sacred  doctrine  of  the  Unity ^  be  preserved".''  This  was 
his  decision  of  that  important  article ;  which  he  had  also 
expressed  before  in  words  to  the  same  effect,  which  may  here 
also  be  cited.  "  The  divine  Word  must  of  necessity  be  united 
'^  with  the  God  of  the  universe,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  abide  and 
"  dwell  in  God ;  and  the  dimne  Trinity  be  gathered  together 
'^  and  united  into  one^  as  into  a  certain  Head^  I  mean  the  God 
"  of  the  universe,  the  Almighty^.'' 

You  will  observe  how  the  Umty  is  solved  by  Dionysius,  not  by 
making  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  subject  to  the  Father,  but  by 
including  them  in  the  Father;  not  by  the  Father's  governing 
them,  but  by  his  containing  and  comprehending  them.  And 
though  Dionysius  styles  the  Father  the  God  of  the  universe,  and 
emphatically  TravroKpiTi^py  he  at  the  same  time  declares  the 
Son  to  be  strictly  (rorf,  or  no  creature :  and  he  does  not  after- 
wards weakly  retract  what  he  had  said  of  the  Son,  by  throwing 
him  again  out  of  the  one  Godhead ;  but  wisely  and  consistently 
takes  him  in,  as  ''  one  with  the  Father,''  included  in  him,  and 
reckoned  to  him.    These  were  true  and  Catholic  principles  sixty 

^  B\curfbrjnov  o^,  ov  r6  rvx^v,  ftcyi-  rya>  yhp^  ff^rfolf  Koi  6  irar^p,  cv  itrp/tv' 

(FTov  fi«v  avv,  x^^poTroirjTCV,  Tpiiroif  Tiva,  Kal  cya»  €v  rf  narpl,  Koi  6  irarrjp  iv 

Xcyftv  rhv  Kvpiov.  il  yap  yeyoptv  vl6s,  ipuoi'  ovro»  yhp  hv  kcli  ff  6tia  rpiits,  Koi 

fjv  St€  ovk  fjv ^mmifrarov  dt  tovto,  to  Syiov  tcfipvypa  ttjs  poyapxias  Siaa-^ 

Dionys,  p.  233.  foiro.   Dionys,  p.  232. 

^  Oih  o^  Kortip^plCetv  xp^  *^*  Tp€ls         *  'HvSxrBcu  vAp  dvayiaj  mp  0€^  r&v 

BedrrjrasrfivOavpMniivKaiaeiavpopMia'  SXmp  rbp  Btlop  \oyov'  €/A</>iXox<»pc(v  ^ 

oft"«  TToirja'ii  #ca>Xvciy  t6  d^lodfia,  Koi  t^  ry  0€y  koi  ivbuurao'Bai.  bti  r6  aywv 

vTTtpfiaXkov  p^cBos  rov  tcvpiov'  dXXA  wptvpa'  ifht  #cat  r^v  Beiav  rptada  (Is  tva 

ir(nujT€VK€V(u  (Is  Qtbv  irarfpa  iravro-  &(nr€p  ds  Kopxxfirfv  riva,  r6v  Q(6v  rStv 

Kparopa  icai  ds  Xpurrbp  'itja-ovv  rbv  Skmv  t6v  TravTOKparopa  Xeytif,  avyK€^» 

vihv  aifTov,  Ka\  tls  t6  Styiov  mKvpa,  XaiovtrBal  re    koX    avy6y9<rB€u    ircura 

^v&adtu  dc  T^  6c^  T&p  SK»p  t6p  \6you'  dpayiof,  p.  231.   Athan,  vol.  i. 
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years  before  Arius  was  heard  of;  and  they  will  be  such  while 
the  worid  stands. 

I  might  here  add  the  other  Dionysius  of  the  same  age,  and 
witness  of  the  same  faith.  But,  having  produced  him  twice 
before,  once  in  my  Sermons  x,  and  again  in  these  papers  %  I  shall 
here  pass  him  over. 

A.  D.  318.  Lactiantius. 

I  had  barely  referred  to  this  author^  as  an  evidence  of  the 
Churches  faith,  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  Gody  and  that  the 
Son  is  not  excluded  by  the  texts  of  the  Unity :  and  of  this  he  is 
as  full  and  plain  an  evidence  as  it  is  possible  for  a  man  to  be, 
however  he  may  differ  in  other  points ;  as  I  never  pretended  to 
say  he  did  not.  But  here  you  exclaim,  (p.  83.)  of  the  **  strange 
*^  abuse  made  of  quotations  and  sec<md-hand  representations.'^ 
One  would  think  you  had  had  some  such  book  as  Scripture  Doc- 
trine before  you ;  which  would  indeed  have  furnished  you  with 
**  variety  of  strange  abuses ».""  And  had  you  found  one,  by 
chance,  in  me,  you  might  have  spared  the  exclamation  for  the 
Doctor'^s  sake.  But  to  proceed :  we  may  learn  this  from  Lac- 
tantius,  that  the  common  way  of  answering  the  charge  of 
Tritheism  was,  not  by  excluding  the  Son  from  being  one  God 
vfiih  the  Father,  but  by  including  both  in  the  one  Ood^.  We 
learn  further,  that  they  are  conmbstantied  to  each  other,  and  to 
be  adored  together  as  one  Grod.  Nevertheless,  since  Lactantius 
had  elsewhere  dropped  some  expressions  which  appeared  hardly, 
if  at  all  defensible,  I  never  laid  much  stress  upon  Lactantius^s 

y  Sermon  viii.  vol.  ii.  p.  185.  aquafontis  in  rivo  est,  et  soUs  lumen 

'  See  above,  p.  419.  tn  radio :  seque  nee  vox  ab  ore  sgunsi, 

^  See    the    Doctor's    manner    of  nee  virtus  out  manus  a  corpore  divelU 

<liioting  exposed  in  my  Defence,  vol.  potest.    Cum  i^tur  a  prophetis  idem 

i.  p.  539»-«c.  manus  Dei,  et  vtrtus,  et  sermo  dicatur, 

°  Uum  dicimus  Deum  Patrem,  et  utique  nulla  discretio  est :    quia  et 

Deum  Filium,  non  diversum  dicimus,  lingua  sermonis  ministra  est,  et  manus 

nee  utrumque  secemimus,  quia  nee  in  qua  est  virtus,  indimdua  sunt  cor- 

Pater  sine  Filio  esse  potest,  nee  Filius  pons portiones.    Lact.  lib.  iv.  cap.  29. 

a  Patre  secemi :  si^uidem  nee  Pater  Fibus  et  Pater,  qui  unanimes  inco- 

sine  Filio  nuncupan,  nee  FUius  potest  lunt  mundum,  Deus  umis  est  j  quia  et 

sine  Patre  generari.    Cum  iffitur  et  unus  tanquam  Duo,  et  Duo  tanquam 

Pater  Filium  faciat,  et  FUius  Patrem,    unus Unum  Deum  esse  tarn  Pa- 

una  utrique  mens,  unus  Sjnritus,  et  tremquam  Filium  £saia8  0stendit,&c. 

una  substantia  est.     Sed   ille  quasi  Ad  utramque  personam  referens,  in- 

exuberans    fons    est,  hie    tanquam  tulit,  prater  me  non  est  Deus,  cum 

defluens  ab  eo  rivus ;  ille  tanquam  sol,    posset  dicere  prmter  nos merito 

hie  tanquam  radius  a  sole  porrectus :  unus  Deus  uteinque  appellatur,  quia 

qui  quoniam  stmimo  Patn  et  fidelis  quicquid  est  in  ratre  ad  Filium  trans- 


et  charus  est,  non  separatur,  sicut  nee    fluit,  et  quicquid  est  in  FUio  a  Patre 
rivus  difonte,  nee  raaius  a  sole,  quiaet    descendit.  Lto,  iv.  cap.  29. 
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authority,  as  to  the  main  question :  though  I  might  with  amuoh 
better  right  have  done  it  than  you  generally  lay  claim  to  Fathers^ 
while  you  think  it  sufficient  if  you  can  but  cite  a  passage  c#  two 
which  you  imagine  to  be  on  your  side ;  never  regarding  how  to 
reooncUe  many  other  much  stronger  ones  against  you.  I  am 
persuaded,  if  I  have  been  to  blame,  it  has  been  on  the  modest 
side ;  not  insisting  so  far  upon  Lactantius  as  I  might  justly  have 
done.  I  shall  now  examine  whether  you  have  not  claimed 
a  great  deal  too  much,  and  I  too  little,  in  respect  of  this 
author. 

It  is  certain  you  can  never  make  him  a  consistent  evidence  on 
your  side.     You  can  never  reconcile  his  cansuhstantiaUty^  and  his 
doctrine  of  the  two  Persons  being  (me  Chd^  to  your  principles ; 
so  that  you  have  little  reason  to  boast  of  an  evidence  which  at 
best  is  not  for  you,  but  either  agwnst  you,  or  else  null^  and  none : 
and  could  you  have  been  content  to  have  had  him  set  aside^ 
without  insulting  me  upon  it,  I  might  perhaps  have  let  you 
pass.     But  now  I  shall  examine  what  right  you  have  to  him. 
You  say,  p.  ^^.  and  again,  p.  86.  that  his  sense  of  una  substantia 
is  not  clear,  and  that  it  might  not  perhaps  be  taken  in  the 
metaphysical  sense.     But  nothing  can  be  clearer  than  his  sense  of 
una  substantia^  both  from  his  similitudes  (as  that  of  the  same 
looter  in  fountains  and  streams,  and  the  same  light  in  the  swn  and 
its  rays^)  as  also  from  the  name  of  Manus  given  to  the  Son  of 
God,  and  his  observing  that  the  tongue  and  hands  are  ineKvidtue 
corporis  portiones,  undivided  parcels  of  the  sams  body.     Where, 
though  the  comparison  be  gross,  and  the  explication  savouring 
too  much  of  corporeal  imaginations  ;  yet  the  meaning  is  evident, 
that  he  intended  the  selfsame  substance,  both  in  kind  and  in 
nwmher^  to  belong  to  Father  and  Son ;  as  much  as  you  design 
the  same  substance  in  Idnd  and  in  number^  of  any  two  parts  of  the 
one  extended  divine  substance.     You  observe  also,  (p.  55.)  that 
Lactantius  makes  angels  to  be  from  the  "  substance  of  Grod.'*'     If 
he  did,  he  has  disparaged  a  certain  truth  relating  to  the  S(m  of 
God,  by  mixing  with  it  a  foolish  Manichcean  error  about  angels ; 
having  been  imposed  upon  by  some  heretical  books.     Yet  Lac- 
tantius has  no  where  said  what  you  affirm  of  him.     He  has  no 
where  said  that  angels  are  '^  of  God^s  substance,""  as  he  has  said 
plainly  of  God  the  Son.     You  can  only  collect  it  from  obscure 
hints  and  dark  innuendos.     He  uses  some  coarse  comparisons 
about  God's  breathing  out  angels,  and  speaking  out  his  Son.     But 
he  never  pretends  that  angels  are  one  substance^  or  one  God  with 
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the  Father.  He  says  of  the  Son,  that  he  was  conceived  in 
the  mind  of  the  Father,  {mente  conoeperat^)  which  he  never  says 
of  angels.  He  says  of  angels,  that  they  were  "created  for 
^  service:'"  of  the  Son,  he  only  says,  that  he  proceeded^.  In  a 
word,  allowing  only  for  his  including  the  Son  and  o^i^^  together 
under  the  general  name  of  breathings,  which  may  mean  no  more 
than  productions,  and  differing  infinitely  in  kind,  though  agreeing 
in  the  common  name;  (as  y^vrfrh  likewise  is  a  name  compre- 
hending things  that  proceed  by  creation  or  generation,  in  time  or 
eternally,)  I  say,  allowing  only  this,  there  appears  nothing  in 
Lactantius  but  what  may  fairly  stand  with  his  other  principles, 
above  recited**.  For  if,  according  to  Lactantius,  GJod  breathed, 
that  is,  prodiiced  his  Son  from  his  oum  substance,  but  breathed,  or 
produced  angels  not  from  his  own  substance,  but^om  nothing,  as 
he  breathed  into  man  a  soul«;  (Gten.  ii.  7.)  then  there  is  no 
further  ground  for  your  censure  upon  him.  That  this  was  really 
his  meaning,  and  all  his  meaning,  I  incline  to  think,  as  for 
several  reasons  before  hinted,  so  also  for  this,  that  in  the  very 
chapter  of  the  Epitome  (cap.  42.)  you  refer  to^,  he  makes  a 
manifest  difference  between  the  production  of  the  Son  and  of 
angels.  The  Son  was  de  cetemitatis  suce  fonts,  and  de  Spiritu 
8U0.  There  was  not  only  breathing,  but  breathing  from  the  very 
"  fountain  of  is  eternity  ;''*  that  is,  from  his  own  substance : 
whereas  angels  are  only  said  to  he  de  suis  spiritibwy  from  his 
breathings.  So  he  makes  it  the  peculiar  privilege  of  Gk>d  the 
Son,  that  he  was  breathed  out,  tanquam  rivus  de  fonts,  and 
ex  Deo  Dettss  :  which  he  never  says  of  angels,  any  more  than  of 
human  souk;  which  he  also  derives  de  vitali  fonts  perennis 
Spiritus^^  from  l^e  fountain  of  his  breathings^  but  not  from  his 
substance  ,-  as  I  have  also  remarked  of  TertuUian  above.  Indeed 
most  of  the  Fathers  laid  great  stress  upon  the  text  in  Qenesis 

^  Ad  ministerium  Dei  creabantur.  bus  angelis  quos  idem  Deus  de  sms 

Ille  vero,  ctun  sit  et  ipse  spiritus,  ta-  spiritibus  figuravit,  solus  in  consor- 

men  cum  voce  et  sono  ex  Dei  ore  pro-  tium  sunmise  potestatis  adscitus  est, 

cessit,   &c.    lAb.  iv.  cap.  8.    Comp.  solus   Deus  nuncupatus.      Lactant. 

cap.  6.  Epit.  cap.  42.  p.  104,  105. 

d  Vid.  Nourrium,  Appar.  ad  Bibl.  «  Lactant.  Instit.  lib.  iv.  cap.  8. 

vol.  ii.  p.  ^98.  Quoniam  pleni  et  consummati  boni 

c  Via.  Lactant.  lib.  ii.  cap.  13.  fons  in  ipso  erat,  sicut  est  semper,  ut 

'  Deus  in  principio^  antequam  mun-  ab  eo  bono  tanquam  rivus  onretur, 

dum  institueret,   de  atemitatis  sua  longe^ue  proflueret,  produxit  similem 

fonte,  deque  divino  ac  perenni  spiritu  sui  spiritum,  ^ui  esset  viribus  Patris 

sua,  filium  sibi  progenuit,  incornip-  praaitus,  lib.  u.  cap.  9. 

tum,fidelem,virtutiacmaje8tati patriae  ^  Lactant.  Instit.  lib.  ii.  cap.  I2. 

respondentem Denique  ex  omni-  p.  182. 
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ii.  7.  God's  breathing  into  man's  nostrils  the  ^^  breath  of  life  ^  a 
privilege  peculiar  to  man  above  the  animal  creation^ :  something 
of  GoiTs  own  in/urinff  and  inspiring,  something  of  a  purer  and 
diviner  substance,  spiritual  and  endwring ;  the  breath  of  the 
Almighty,  a  resemblance,  a  shadow,  an  imperfect  copy  of  the 
Dimnity  itself.  Thus  far  the  Fathers  carried  the  notion  :  and 
you  seem  to  have  mistaken  it  for  the  MarcUmite  and  Manichcean 
notion  of  souls  being  the  very  substance  of  Ood  :  a  notion  which 
the  Fathers  detested ;  and  I  doubt  not,  Lactantius  among  the 
rest. 

Your  next  objection  against  Lactantius  is,  that  he  supposed 
the  Son  to  be  only  mentally  contained  in  God,  and  afterwards 
begotten  into  a  Person.  You  ground  your  conjecture  upon 
a  passage  which  you  cite  p.  88.  and  again,  p.  120.  I  have  cer- 
tainly a  better  right  here  to  say  that  the  sense  is  not  dear^  than 
you  had  with  relation  to  tma  substantia :  and  the  liberty  you 
take  of  translating  comprehendit  in  effigiemy  (or  ad  effigiem,  as 
some  editions  have  it,)  formed  into  a  real  Person^  is  pretty  ex- 
traordinary. The  learned  Le  Nourry  gives  a  quite  different 
construction  of  that  obscure  passage :  and  which  to  me  appears 
more  probable  than  yours.  But  supposing  the  author  to  have 
expressed  himself  somewhat  crudely  in  this  place,  in  relation  to 
the  Son's  generation,  (which  he  at  the  same  time  professes  to 
be  inexplicable,)  you  very  well  know  that  the  same  author 
elsewhere  speaks  as  crudely  even  of  the  Father  himself ;  whom  he 
supposes  to  have  had  a  beginning^  and  to  have  made  himself.  His 
words  are,  ^*  Since  it  cannot  otherwise  be,  but  that  whatever 
^*  exists  nmst  have  sometime  begun  to  be^  it  follows,  that  since 
^^  nothing  was  before  him,  he  must  have  sprung  from  himself, 
"  Deu^  ipse  se/ecit^  God  made  himself."    Lactant.  lib.  i.  cap.  7. 

i  T^L  fi€v  SXXa  Kek€v<op  u6vovverroiri'  ABimae  8U»  umbram^  Spjntus  sui 

Ktv,  t6v  dc  Sjf6pwnov  dt  avrov  tx^ipovp-  auram,  oris  sui  operam.     TertuU,  de 

viycrfy,  Koi  «  avr^  idiop  €V€<fw<n)<rtv Resurr,  Cam,  cap.  7 . 

ijTtp  €fi<l}V(rTjfta  Xcycroi  Otov,     Clem,  Intelli^e  afflatum  minorem  Spiritu 

Alex,  p.  loi.  esse;  etsi  de  Spiritu  acddit,  ut  auru" 

"Os  yc  Koi  Tov  €iK^wn)itaTOi  ip  rj     lam  ejus,  non  tamen  Spiritum 

ytvmi,  yxraka^w  avayiypfmrai,  koBg"  capit  etiam  imaffinem  Spiritus  dicere 

p<oT€pag  ova-iag  iraph,  tcl  ShXa  (Sta  fit'  flahtm,  nam  et  ideo  homo  imago  Dei, 

TO(rxa>y.  Clem.  Alex,  p.  698.  id  est    Spiritus.      Deus  enim    Spi- 

Incorporales  animae,  quantum  ad    ritus .    In  hoc  erit  imago  minor 

comparationem  mortalium  corporum.  veritate,  et  qfflatus  Spiritu  inferior, 

Inst^flavit  enim  infaciem  homims  Deus  habens  illas  utique  Uneas  Dei,  qua 

JkUum  ffita .     Flatus  autem  vitse  immortaUs  anima,  qua^t^a  etsuiar- 

incorporalis.     Sed  ne  mortalem  qui-  bitrii,  &c.  tamen  in  his  imago,  et  non 

dem  possunt  dicere  ipsum^/Zolvm  vit<e  usque  ad  ipsam  vim  cUvinitatis,    Tert, 

existentem.    Ireiunu,  p.  300.  contr.  Marc,  lib.  ii.  cap.  9. 
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This  is  strange  divinity :  but  the  author  was  a  novioe ;  and 
he  at  other  times  talks  in  a  soberer  manner.  He  ought  there- 
fore to  be  interpreted  with  candour,  and  with  some  grains  of 
allowance.  If  you  take  advantage  of  every  obscure  or  uncau- 
tious  expression,  you  will  make  him  as  heterodox  in  respect  of 
the  real  divinity  of  the  Father,  as  you  suppose  him  to  be  with 
regard  to  the  Son.  But  if  you  please  to  interpret  him  with 
candour,  and  to  explain  any  obscure  or  incidental  passage  by 
what  is  plain^  and  is  expressed  more  at  large ;  he  may  then  per- 
haps be  found,  upon  the  whole,  sound  and  orthodox  in  relation 
both  to  the  Father  and  Son.  You  next  speak  (p.  89.)  of  the 
Son^s  entire  subjection  and  obedience  to  the  toill  and  eammafids 
of  the  Father :  yet  taking  no  notice  of  Lactantius  vindicating 
to  both  the  same  inseparable  honour^  as  being  one  God^.  The 
subjection  you  mention  is  intended  only  of  what  was  since  the 
incarnation^  and  therefore  nothing  to  the  purpose.  And  as  to 
Chrisfs  not  setting  himself  up  for  another  God^  (which  appears 
to  be  Lactantius'^s  real  and  full  meaning  in  the  passage  you 
cite^)  I  suppose  it  may  be  admitted  without  any  scruple.  Or 
at  most,  it  can  amount  to  no  more  than  this ;  that  in  the  opinion 
of  Lactantius,  Christ  (during  his  state  of  humiliation)  never 
called  himself  God^  lest  he  should  thereby  give  offence,  and 
be  misconstrued  as  preaching  up  another  God.  How  otherwise 
shall  the  Apostles  or  Lactantius  himself  be  justified  (by  that 
way  of  reasoning)  in  giving  the  title  and  character  of  Grod 
to  Christ? 

I  conclude  with  repeating  what  I  before  said,  that  admitting 
some  things  in  Lactantius  (a  catechumen  only,  and  not  fully  in- 
structed) to  be  such  as  do  not  perfectly  agree  with  Catholic  prin- 
ciples ;  yet  on  the  other  hand  it  must  be  confessed,  that  there 
are  many  other  things  taught  by  him,  which  can  never  be 
tolerably  reconciled  with  yours  ^  :    so  that  you  have  the  less 

k  Duo  esse  dicentur,  in  quibus  sub-  venerat,  separare,  Lactant.  lib.  iv. 
stantia,  et  voluntas,  et  fides  una  est.    p. 


Ergo  et  Filius  per  Patrem,  et  Pater  Vid.  Nourrii  Apparat.  vol.  ii.  p. 

per  Filium.     Unus  est  honos  utrique  799. 

tribuendus,  tanquam  uni  Deo,  et  ita  °»  Solus  habet  rerum  omnium  cum 

dividendus  est  per  duos  cultus,  ut  Filio  suo  potestatem :  nee  in  an^lis 

divisio  ipsa  compage  inseparabili  vin-  quicquam    nisi    parendi    necessitas. 

ciatur;  neutrum  sibi  relinquit,  qui  Loot.  Inst,  lib.  ii.  cap.  16.  p.  1^7. 

aut  Patrem  a  Filio,  aut  Filium  a  Patre  **  The  Father  alone,  with  his  Son, 

secemit.    Lactant,  Epit,  cap.  49.  p.  "  has  dominion  over  all :   nor  doth 

140,  141.  "  any  thing  belong  to  the  angels,  but 

1  Fuisset  enim  hoc  non  ejus  qui  "  the  necessity  of  obeying." 

nuserat,  sed  «iittifij7re^tfmnegotium  Here  Lactantius  plainly   ascribes 

gerere,  bc  seetb  eo,  quern  illustratum  one  common  dominion  to  the  Father 
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reason  to  boast  on  that  head.  You  are  pleased  to  observe, 
(p.  1 20.)  that  Bishop  Bull  gives  up  ^^  this  author  as  not  recon- 
^^  cilable  to  his  opinion  :^  you  should  have  said,  not  reconcil- 
able, upon  the  whole.  For  the  Bishop  suspected  some  passages 
to  have  been  foisted  in,  being  not  reconcilable  with  others; 
or  else  that  the  author  himself,  being  a  very  raw  divine^  had 
fallen  into  gross  contradietiom.  But  Bishop  Bull  insisted  upon 
it  that  some  passages  of  Lactantius  were  directly  opposite  to 
the  men  of  your  principles^  and  not  reconcilable  with  AHanism : 
as  they  certainly  are  not. 

A.  D.  335.  EusEBius. 

We  now  come  to  a  man  that  lived  after  the  rise  of  the  Arian 
heresy ;  and  who  is  supposed  by  all  sides  and  parties  to  have 
had  a  tincture  of  it  more  or  less  ;  and  especially  in  his  writings 
before  the  Council  of  Nice.  A  testimony  therefore  from  him  in 
proof  of  the  Father  and  Son  being  one  Grod  is  the  more  con- 
siderable ;  since  nothing  could  extort  it  from  him,  but  either  the 
force  of  truths  or  the  strength  of  tradition^  or  the  currency  and 
prevalence  of  that  persuasion  in  his  time.  And  which  soever  of 
these  it  were,  it  is  very  much  to  my  purpose,  though  Eusebius 
might  at  other  times  contradict  it.  I  cited  Socrates"  for  the 
truth  of  the  fact,  that  Eusebius  himself  confessed  ovie  God  in 
three  Hypostases  :  nor  do  I  see  any  reason  to  suspect  his  credit. 
He  had  his  account,  as  he  declares,  from  original  letters  which 
passed  at  that  time.  And  whatever  Eusebius  might  privately 
write,  he  might  not  have  assurance  enough,  in  public  debate,  to 
gainsay  a  thing  which  all  Catholics  allowed.  Any  one  may  see, 
by  Eusebius's  oration  before  Constantino,  how  tender  he  was  of 
dropping  any  thing  like  Arianism  in  the  face  of  the  Catholics, 
who,  he  knew,  would  not  bear  it.  He  there  speaks  as  orthodoxly 
of  the  blessed  Trinity  as  a  man  can  reasonably  desire.  His 
words  are  :  "  The  ternary  number  first  shewed  justice,  teaching 
"  equality ;  having  equal  beginning,  middle,  and  end :  and  these 
"  are  a  representation  of  the  mystical,  most  holy,  and  majestic 
"  Trinity  ;  which  compacted  of  a  nature  that  had  no  beginning, 
"  and  is  uncreated,  contains  in  it  the  seeds,  reasons,  and  causes 
"  of  all  things  that  have  been  made.     And  the  power  of  the 


and  the  Son ;  and  intimates,  that  God    between  him  and  angels, 

the  Son  is  exempt  from  any  necessity        ^  Socrat.  Eccl.  Hist.  lib.  i.  cap.  23. 

of  obedience  by  the  opposition  made 
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*'  number  Three  is  rightly  styled  the  ipx^j  *^®  source  of  all 
"  things**."' 

Thus  far  Eusebius:  and  he  that  could  say  this,  (which  is 
really  stronger,)  may  very  well  be  supposed  to  say  the  other, 
which  Socrates  reports  of  him.  Now,  either  Eusebius  was 
sincere  in  what  he  has  here  said,  or  he  was  not.  If  he  was,  then 
he  is  an  evidence  on  my  side,  and  I  have  a  right  to  claim  him  as 
such :  if  he  was  not,  still  it  shews  what  the  prevailing  doctrine 
was,  and  which  Eusebius  durst  not  but  comply  with  in  his  puhUo 
speech;  and  this  is  an  additional  confirmation  of  Socrates's 
report,  which  relates  to  what  Eusebius  acknowledged  in  pubUo 
conferences.  The  same  also  is  confirmed  by  his  subscribing  the 
Nicene  faithy  drawn  up  upon  the  same  principles  which  I  am 
here  defending. 

Let  this  suffice  in  proof  of  my  third  article,  that  the  ancients 
have  all  along  believed  and  taught,  that  Father  and  Son  are  one 
God;  and  therefore  God  the  Son  was  never  thought  to  be 
excluded  from  the  one  Godhead  by  the  texts  which  concern  the 
Unity,  I  have  waved  all  disputable  authorities :  but  because 
there  are  some  considerable  testimonies  in  Ruinart's  select  Acts 
of  Martyrs,  which  though  not  so  certainly  genuine  as  those 
before  given,  have  yet  no  certain  mark  of  spurumsnesSy  I  may 
throw  them  into  the  margin  P,  for  the  reader  to  judge  of  as  he 
sees  cause.  There  can  hardly  be  any  clearer,  or  less  contested 
point  than  this  I  have  been  mentioning.  It  runs,  in  a  manner, 
quite  through  the  Fathers  down  to  the  times  of  Arius.  The 
only  writer  I  have  met  with  within  this  compass,  that  can  with 
any  show  of  reason  be  thought  to  make  an  exception,  is  Novatian, 
Presbyter  of  Borne ;  who,  with  Novatus  of  Carthage,  in  the  year 

^  npSrrj  di  rpihs  diKaioavvrjy  avi^        P  Christum  cum  Patre  et  Spiritu 

d€i(€Vf  UT&TTfTos  KaBriyrfa'afi€inf'  w  hu  Sancto,  Deum  esse  confiteor.    Act, 

apx^iv,  Koi  fjLta-dnjTa,  Kot  Tt\€VTTiv  toTjv  Epipodii    Mart,    A,  D,  178.     Ridn, 

mroKa^vo'a'  tlKiiv  bk  ravra  fjvaru^s,  p.  76. 

Koi  vcafoylaSi  Koi  fiaatXiiajg  Tpiddos'  ^        Dominum  enim  Christum  confiteor, 

TTJ£  dvdpxov  Koi  dy€vffTov  (f>viT€<ai  rip"  Filium  altissimi  Patris,  unici  unicum. 

rrffUvri,  rrfs  t&p  yanjr&v  awavrav  ov-  Ipsum  cum  Patre  et  Spiritu  Sancto, 

a-ias  rii  aTrtofiara,  xal  tovs  \6yovgf  Koi  Unwn    solum  Deum    esse    profiteor. 

ras  curias  ttjr€ikrj<l)€'    koi  rpuidos  fjLtv  Act,  Vincentii  Mart,  A,  D,  304.  (qmd 

dvpafug  €hc&ra>£  hv  Spa  nairrbs  dpxri  Ruinart.  p.  36^. 
vofU(T6€irf,    Euseb,  Orat.  Paneg,  cap.        Patrem  et  Filium  et  Spiritum  Sanc- 

^'  £'  7?^*  ^^^"^    adoro  :     Sanctam    Trinitatem 

Uonf.    Jobium^    apud     PhotimxL  adoro,  prseter  quam  non  est  Deus. 

Cod,  333.  p.  605,  613.  Acta  Eupli  Mart,  A,D,  304.  (qmd 

Trjs  Tov  6p3oy<oyiov  rpiyavov  Swd-  Ruin.  p.  407. 
IA*a>s,  Sntp  €<mv  dpx^  TTJg  r&v  oXo>v        Adorem  IVinitatem  inse{Murabilem, 

ywmm.     Phil,  de   Vit,    Contempt  quae  Trinitas  Unitas  Deitatis  est.  Id. 

p.  899.  p.  408. 
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25  ^  began  the  Bohism  called  after  his  name ;  and  in  the  year 
257,  or  thereabout^  (it  could  not  well  be  sooner  by  his  mention- 
ing Sabellius,)  wrote  a  tract  upon  the  Trinity,  still  extant. 
That  he  was  in  the  main  orthodox,  as  to  the  point  of  the 
Trinity,  I  think  plain  enough  from  the  tract  itself;  as  has  been 
shewn  also  by  Le  Moyne,  Gardiner^  Bull,  and  other  great  men. 
But  his  way  of  resolving  the  unity  of  Godhead  into  the  Father 
aiane^  (not  very  consistently  with  his  comment  on  John  xvii.  3. 
if  it  is  to  be  made  sense  of^)  appears  to  me  somewhat  particular, 
and  not  very  agreeable  to  the  Catholics  of  that  time.  He  seems 
to  me  (which  I  speak  however  with  submission  to  better  judg- 
ments) to  have  taken  much  such  a  method  in  explaining  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  some  very  worthy  men^  amongst  our- 
selves did  about  thirty  years  ago,  when  the  controversy  was  rife 
in  England.  It  was  to  admit  of  a  higher  and  a  hwer  sense  of  the 
word  God ;  the  higher  supposed  to  have  nothing  above  the  other 
but  sdf-exigtence  or  umriginaimess :  the  Father  then  was  sup- 
posed to  be  Gk>d  in  the  highest  sense  as  WMriginaUy  but  still  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost  each  Gk>d  in  a  sense  infinitely  higher  than 
any  creature  can  be ;  being  necessarily  existing^  and  wanting  no- 
thing but  unoriginatemse.  This,  I  say,  was  the  scheme  which 
some  worthy  men  amongst  us  at  that  time  took  into ;  and  which 
Dr.  Clarke  has  endeavoured  to  make  some  advantage  of,  as  falling 
partly  in  with  his  scheme ;  though  differing  in  the  main  point  of 
all,  the  necessary  existence.  This  method  of  solving  the  Unity 
was  thought  the  more  plausible,  as  most  easily  accounting  for 
the  Father's  being  so  often  styled  the  one,  or  only  God :  and  there 
was  this  thing  further  to  recommend  it,  that  it  seemed  very 
happily  to  stand  clear  of  the  most  considerable  difficulties  raised 
about  one  being  three^  and  three  one.  The  main  charge  it  lay 
liable  to,  was  that  of  Tritheism :  which  yet  neither  Arians  nor 
Socinians  could  with  any  face  object  to  it;  their  respective 
schemes  being  equally  liable  to  the  like  charge ;  and  whatever 
evasions  they  should  contrive,  the  same  would,  with  a  very  small 
change,  serve  as  well  this,  or  better.  But  after  all,  to  say  the 
truth,  this  scheme  can  never  be  perfectly  cleared.  Tritheism  may 
be  retorted  upon  an  Arian,  as  Ditheism  upon  a  Socinian,  and  so 
they  may  throw  the  charge  back  one  upon  another;  while  a 
Sabellian,  a  Jew,  or  a  Pagan  might  maintain  the  charge  against 
them  all.     Nor  is  there  any  way  of  avoiding  it,  but  the  same 

<i  Bishop  Fowler  and  others. 
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which  tho  ancient  Church  in  general  went  into,  viz.  the  including 
all  the  three  Persons  in  the  one  God.  I  have  shewn  however, 
what  may  be  justly  pleaded  for  Novatian'*s  orthodoxy,  in  the 
main  point,  the  essential  divinity  of  aXl  the  three  Persons;  though 
he  otherwise  took  a  way  somewhat  peculiar,  and  almost  dropped 
the  Unity:  Unity  of  Godhead^  I  mean;  for  as  to  Unity  of  mlh 
stance,  he  is  clear  enough  for  it :  and  therefore  he  seems  to  have 
supposed  Father  and  Son  to  be  ttoo  Gods  in  one  substance; 
though  he  never  so  called  them,  but  endeavoured,  in  his  way,  to 
fence  off  the  charge  as  well  as  he  could,  not  very  judiciously 
nor  consistently.  Upon  the  same  scheme  perhaps  Eusebius^s 
orthodoxy  so  far  may  possibly  be  defended,  especially  as  to  God 
the  Son;  notwithstanding  what  the  learned  Montfaucon  has 
objected,  in  a  dissertation  to  that  purpose.  But  this  by  the  way 
only ;  I  shall  have  another  opportunity,  lower  down,  of  saying 
more  of  Eusebius.  Having  cleared  three  of  the  points  which  I 
undertook,  viz.  that  the  ancients  in  general  never  thought  the 
exclusive  terms  to  affect  the  Son,  never  admitted  another  God, 
or  ttoo  Gods ;  but  constantly  supposed  Father  and  Son  together 
one  God;  there  remains  now  only  my  fourth  article,  to  complete 
the  demonstration  of  what  I  intend ;  namely, 

4.  That  the  ancients  applied  such  texts  of  the  Old  Testament 
as  undoubtedly  belong  to  the  one  Ood  supreme^  to  God  the  Son ; 
considered  in  his  own  Person,  and  as  really  being  all  that  those 
texts  in  their  fullest  sense  imply.  The  authors  by  me  cited  for 
this  purpose,  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  291,  &c.  are  Justin  Martyr, 
Theophilus,  Irenseus,  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  Tertullian,  Hippo- 
lytus,  Origen,  Cyprian,  Novatian,  the  Antiochian  Fathers,  Lac- 
tantius,  and  Eusebius.  Most  of  these  have  been  before  considered 
under  the  former  article,  but  must  now  be  traversed  over  again 
upon  this  article  also,  distinct  from  the  other. 

Before  you  come  directly  to  attack  the  general  argument,  you 
have  some  previous  considerations  thrown  in  to  prejudice  the 
reader  against  it :  these  I  must  take  some  short  notice  of,  in  the 
entrance,  following  your  method. 

I.  You  say,  my  asserting  Father  and  Son  to  be  the  "  one 
"  supreme  God,  not  one  in  Person  but  in  substance,  is  directly 
"  affirming  ttoo  supreme  Gods  in  Person,  though  subsisting  in  one 
"  tmdivided  substance,'*"  p.  1  a6.  To  which  I  answer,  that  this  is 
directly  begging  the  question.  One  substance,  with  one  Head, 
cannot  make  tioo  Gods,  upon  the  principles  of  the  primitive 
churches:  nor  are  your  metaphysics  strong  enough  to  bear  up 
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against  their  united  testimonies,  with  Scripture  at  the  head  of 
them. 

2.  You  ask,  '^  How  comes  it  to  pass  that  the  ancients  never 
"  say  that  Christ  is  the  one,  or  only  God  T 

Answ.  They  do  say  it  sometimes  of  Christ  singly',  q/ien  of 
Christ  with  the  Father;  as  hath  been  shewn  under  the  last 
article :  besides  that  the  making  Christ  the  "  God  of  Israel,  ScoJ^ 
is  saying  the  same  thing ;  unless  there  be  ttoo  Gods  of  Israel. 

3.  You  ask,  "  Why  do  they  expressly  condemn  the  applying 
**  the  title  of  the  one  supreme  God*"  (God  over  all,  you  mean) 
*'  to  Christ  r 

Anew.  They  never  do  condemn  the  applying  the  title  of  God 
over  aU  to  Christ,  but  the  applying  it  in  a  vyrong  sense,  and 
under  a  false  meaning^,  as  some  heretics  applied  it.  Your 
references  I  have  answered  above. 

4.  You  object,  that  "  all  the  texts  I  allege  style  the  Son 
**  Angel,  or  Messenger.'**  Right :  and  so  the  ancients  came  to 
know  that  the  texts  were  not  meant  of  God  the  Father.  The 
Son  is  an  Angel  and  Messenger ;  not  by  nature^,  but  by  (^fice^ 
and  voluntary  condescension. 

5.  You  object,  that  the  ancients  thought  it  ^  absurd  and 
'^  blasphemous  to  suppose  that  the  supreme  God  should  appear, 
"  be  styled  an  angel,  &c.'^ 

Answ.  Blasphemous  only  for  the  supreme  Father  to  appear ; 
who  could  not  submit  to  an  inferior  office  (as  they  thought) 
without  inverting  the  order  of  the  PersoTis.  See  my  Answer  to 
Dr.  Whitby,  vol.  ii.  p.  251,  &c.  And  I  may  observe  that  the 
Post-Nicene  writers,  who  undoubtedly  believed  the  essential 
divinity  of  Christ,  yet  talked  the  same  way  upon  that  head". 

*■  SeemySermon8,vol. ii.p. 96,07.  "to  be  thought  an  tmgel,  like  any 

■  See  my  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitoy,  "  Gabriel  or  Michael.     For  even  the 

voL  ii.  p.  216.  "  Son  is  sent  to  the  husbandmen  by 

^  Dictus  est  quidem  Magni  Consilii  "  the  Lord  of  the  vineyard,  as  the 

Angelus,  id  est  Nuntius ;  oMcH,  non  "  servants  are,  to  gather  the  fruits. 


natura  vocabulo. Non  ideo  tamen  *'  But  we  must  not  therefore  reckon 

sic   cmaelus  intelligendus    ut    aliqui  "  the  Son  as  one  of  the  servants,  be- 

Gabriel  aut  Michael.    Nam  et  fUius  a  "  cause  of  his  succeeding  to  their 

Domino  vinese  mittitur  ad  cultores,  "  office." 

sicut  et  famuli,  de  fructibus  petitum.  " '  Pater  non  dicitur  missus  ;  non 

Sed  non  propterea  unus  ex  famulis  enim  habet  de  quo  sit,  aut  ex  quo  pro- 

deputabitur  Filius,  quia  famulorum    cedat Si  voluisset  Deus  rater  per 

succedit    officio.    Tertull,    de    Cam.  subjectam  creaturam,  visibiliter  appa- 

Christ.  cap.  14.  rere,  absurdutsime  tamen  aut  a  Filio 

"  He  is  called,  indeed,  the  Angel  of  quern  genuit,  aut  a  Spiritu  Sancto  qui 

"  the  great  Council  J  that  IB,  the  Mes^  de    illo    procedit,    missus   diceretur. 

**  senger  :  which  is  a  name  of  office,  August,  de  Trin.  lib.  iv.  cap.  28,  3a. 

"  not  of  nature. — He  is  not  therefore  Vid.  Prudentium,  p.  165,  168. 
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I  may  further  take  notice  to  you,  that  the  Gatholios,  m  their 
charge  of  blasphemy  upon  the  Sabellians,  did  not  go  upon  any 
Buch  principle  as  you  imagine ;  that  the  difference  of  the  natwres 
of  Father  and  Son  made  it  hlasphemy  to  ascribe  that  to  me 
which  might  be  innocently  ascribed  to  the  other,  but  upon  quite 
another  foundation;  namely,  that  they  thought  it  hlasphemy 
to  ascribe  any  thing  to  the  Father,  seemingly  derogatory,  or 
lessening  to  his  Majesty^  beyond  what  Scripture  had  warranted. 
And  as  to  their  ascribing  some  inferior  offices  and  services  to 
the  Son,  they  did  not  justify  it  by  alleging  the  inferiority  of  his 
nature  or  person,  but  by  shewing  that  Scripture  had  ascribed 
those  things  to  him,  and  without  bhupheming.  For  the  truth  of 
what  I  say,  I  appeal  to  Tertullian  in  the  margin^ ;  who  was  one 
of  those  that  argued  in  the  manner  you  mention :  and  his  answer 
to  Praxeas,  in  relation  to  this  very  charge  of  blasphemy,  in  a 
similar  case,  plainly  and  evidently  discovers  what  was  meant  by 
it;  and  how  little  there  was  of  what  you  suspect  in  it.  For 
when  Praxeas,  replying  to  the  charge  of  blasphemy ,  had  said 
that  there  was  no  blasphemy  in  supposing  the  Father  to  suffer^ 
on  his  hypothesis,  any  more  than  it  was  blasphemy  to  make  the 
Son  suffer,  on  the  other  hypothesis,  since  neither  of  them  imagined 
the  divine  nature  to  suffer,  but  the  human  only ;  how  does  Ter- 
tullian answer!  Not  by  telling  Praxeas  of  the  great  disparity 
between  Father  and  Son ;  not  by  insisting  upon  amy  inequality ; 
but  only  by  alleging  that  Scripttsre  warranted  their  ascribing 
sufferirngs  to  the  Son,  and  did  not  warrant  their  ascribing  any 
such  to  the  Father. 

6.  You  add,  that  the  ^  absurdity  of  the  supposition  (in  the 
^^  manner  the  ancients  express  it)  evidently  arises  always  not 
'^  from  the  consideration  of  paternity,  but  of  the  Father'^s  sur 
"  premacy,  his  being  the  one  supreme,  self-existent,  independent 
"  God  of  the  universe,*"  (p.  128.) 

Answ.  This  being  a  secret  piece  of  history  which  will  want 
proof,  we  may  pass  it  over :  you  have  told  us  what  you  would 

>  Ergo,inqui8,etno8eademratione  dicfio  factus  est,  non  Po/er,)  Christum 

Patrem  mortuum  dicentes,   qua  vos  in  Patrem  convertentes,   m  Patrem 

V}^mn,nonblasphemamu8UiDoTDm}xm  blasphematis,    Nos    autem    dicentes 

Deum :  non  enim  ex  dimna,  sed  ex  Chnstum  cruciiixum,  non  maledid- 

humana  substantia,  mortuum  dicimus.  mus  ilium,  sed  maledictum  legis  rrfe- 

To  which  Tertullian  thus  answers.  rimus  j  quia  nee  Apostolus  hoc  dicens 

Atquin  blasphematis,  non  tantum  blasfhemavit,    Sicut  autem,  de  quo 

quia  mortuum  didtis  Patrem,  sed  et  quia  capit  did,  sine  6/a4pA«ffiiadidtur; 

quia  cruc^ixum,    Maledictione  enim  ita  quod  non  capit,  blamhemia  est,  d 

crucifixi  quae  ex  Lege  in  Fllium  com-  dicatur.  Tertull.  contr.  Prase,  cap.  29. 
petit,  (qwa  Christus  pro  nobis  maie- 
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have  said  in  such  a  case ;  but  the  ancients,  I  think,  had  <'  not  so 
"  learned  Christ.*"  Let  us  now  proceed  to  see  what  those  good 
men  say ;  and  how  handsomely  they  can  plead  for  the  divinity 
of  their  blessed  Lord. 

A.  D.  145.  Justin  Martyr. 

My  argument  from  Justin  stands  thus:  (see  my  Defence, 
vol.  i.  p.  291.)  The  Jehovah  mentioned.  Gen.  xviii.  i,  13,  and 
Cten.  xix.  24,  27.  The  Gtod  (6  0€is)  speaking.  Gen.  xxi.  12. 
The  "  Lord  God  of  Abraham,  and  God  of  Isaac,""  spoken  of. 
Gen.  xxviii.  13.  «  The  God  of  Bethel,""  (Gen.  xxxi.  13.)  Gody 
(d  0€is,)  absolutely  so  called.  Gen.  xxxv.  i.  God  calling  out  of 
the  bush,  and  saying,  "  I  am  the  God  of  Abraham,  &c."'  Exod. 
iii.  4,  6.  and  "  I  AM  that  I  AM,""  the  "  Lord  God,  &c.""  Exod. 
iii.  14,  15.  '*  God  Almighty,""  mentioned  Exod.  vi.  3.  "  Lord 
"  of  hosts,^  Psalm  xxiv.  8,  10.  The  Jehovah  spoken  of, 
Psahn  xlvii.  5.  The  God  mentioned.  Psalm  Ixxxii.  2.  and  xcix.  i. 
is  the  one  true  God,  the  one  eternal  God  of  the  universe,  supreme, 
fiut,  according  to  Justin  Martyr,  our  blessed  Lord  is  what  hath 
been  said,  and  all  that  hath  been  said,  in  his  oum  Person. 
Therefore,  &c. 

Now  let  us  consider  what  you  can  have  to  except  against  this 
plain  and  evident  demonstration.  I  have  indeed  already 
answered,  or  obviated,  all  you  have  to  say,  in  another  placed : 
and  therefore  shall  be  so  much  the  shorter  now. 

You  plead,  that  according  to  Justin,  it  were  presumption  to 
say  that  the  **  Maker  and  Father  of  the  universe  left  the  super- 
^  celestial  mansions,  and  appeared  here  in  a  little  part  of  the 
**  earth.""  Right ;  because  the  Father,  upon  their  principles, 
was  never  to  be  sent^  or  to  act  a  ministerial  part,  any  more  than 
he  was  to  be  incarnate  /  so  that  the  appearing,  even  by  visible 
symbols,  (which  was  the  only  kind  of  appearing  they  ascribed  to 
God  the  Son,)  was  not  thought  suitable  to  the  Jlrst  Person  of 
the  Trinity ;  who,  as  he  iB/rom  none^  could  not,  without  invert- 
ing the  order  of  Persons,  be  sent  by  any.  It  was  therefore  proper, 
in  that  economy,  to  assign  heaven  as  the  seat  of  residence  to  the 
Father,  though  filling  all  things,  and  the  earth  to  the  Son, 
though  at  the  same  time  filling  all  things  as  well  as  the  Father  2. 

I  must  further  remind  the  reader,  that  you  have  not  a  syllable 
here  to  plead  beyond  what  Bishop  Bull  had  fully  and  completely 

J  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby,  vol.  ii.  p.  238,  &c.  «  See  TertuUian  above,  p.  458. 
VOL.  n.  I  i 
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answered  long  ago*.  And  therefore  the  fair  way  wcmld  have 
been,  not  to  bring  up  again  thoae  obsolete^  and  now  stale  things^ 
fit  only  to  be  oflTered  to  very  ignorant  readers,  but  to  have  set 
yourself  to  answer  what  the  Bishop  has  said ;  which  might  have 
been  an  employment  worthy  of  a  scholar. 

You  pretend  it  to  be  undeniably  certain,  from  Justin,  that 
"  the  divine  person*"  appearing  was  not  the  "  supreme  Grod,""  &c. 
whereas  it  is  imdeniably  certain,  that  he  was  the  ^wprews  God, 
only  not  the  st^eme  Father;  aAother  Person  from  him,  i^pt 
another  God,  but  the  same  God.     See  above. 

You  bid  me  take  notice,  (p.  134.)  that  ^^  the  beginiiiiig.  afid 
"  conclusion  of  every  argument  is  to  shew  that  Christ  is  7^  [i 
"  ivl  TtivTCiv  0€iy,  d  Kvpu>9  tQv  6k(av^  6  Trot^n^s  t&v  6K<aVy]  bu^ 
"  always  subordinately  ©eiv  koX  Kvpwy,  yfypa^ivos  06^^,  "Ayye- 
'*  \os  Kot  0€iff,  Koi  0cis  #cal  Kt/ptoy.*"  You  may  fancy  there  19 
something  of  weight  in  what  you  say :  but  all  that  know  any 
thing  of  Justin,  know  there  is  nothing  in  it.  Justin  us^s  the 
several  phrases  you  have  mentioned  to  denote  the  Person  of  the 
Father;  and  they  amount  to  no  more  than  if  he  had  said  d 
UaTTip ;  only  there  was  a  cause,  a  very  just  one,  as  I  have  else- 
where^ intimated,  why  he  chose  the  other  generally,  ratbar  than 
that  of  6  JJaTTip. 

There  was  therefore  good  reason  for  Justin^s  f(»rming  his 
conclusion  in  the  terms  he  did :  and  it  had  been  ridiculous  to  do 
otherwise.  Yet  you  will  find  that  the  titles  given  to  God  the 
Son  in  those  texts  which  Justin  cites,  are  as  high  and  stropg  as 
the  highest  you  have  mentioned,  and  are  indeed  the  very  same, 
many  of  them,  by  which  Scripture  sets  forth  the  s^preme  majesty, 
dignity,  and  perfections  of  God  the  Father. 

What  you  say  of  the  title  of  Kiiptos  ^viiJL€ifi>v,  Lard  of  hoet^ 
applied  to  Christ  in  Psal.  xxiv.  by  Justin,  is  rightly  observed. 
And  therefore  I  have  hinted  above,  that  the  title  is  understood 
by  Justin,  as  a  name  of  office  ;  not  of  nature^  as  in  the  Hebrew 
original :  and  so  we  cannot  draw  so  cogent  an  argun^ent  from 
that  title,  considered  by  Justin,  as  we  may  from  the  same  title 
as  it  signifies  in  the  Hebrew.  This  I  allow,  and  al^o  tl^t  every 
office  is  justly  referred  to  the  Father,  as  being  first  in  or^pr,  and 
therefore  first  considered  in  every  economy  and  dispejisation. 

You  further  argue,  that  Christ  was  "  made  vaOriTos,  passible, 
^  by  the  will  of  God,  for  our  sakes.**^   Very  true,  because  he  was 

»  Bull,  D.  F.  sect.  iv.  cap.  3.  p.  367,  &c,  ^  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby, 

vol.  ii.  p.  335. 
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made  man  tor  our  sakes  :  not  that  his  divine  nature  -VfOA  passihley 
any  more  than  the  Father's.  Such  is  Justin's  own  account  of  it, 
passible  as  man^.  None  of  the  Fathers  ever  thought  him 
passible  any  otherwise.  But  I  am  ashamed  to  remind  a  scholar 
of  those  knavm  things. 

You  come  next  to  misreport  Bishop  Bull.  Y&u  say^  (p.  135.) 
that  ^  to  all  the  places  in  Justin's  unquestionably  genuine 
"  writings,  which  thus  declare  ihe  Word  to  be  the  minister  of 
"  Go^s  tmll,  the  learned  Bishop  Bull  opposes  one  single  passage 
"  out  of  an  epistle  to  Diognetus  judged  to  be  spurious."  Who 
would  not  from  hence  imagine  that  the  whole  cause,  in  a  manner, 
depended  on  a  single  passage  of  a  spurious  epistle  ?  But  this  is  a 
most  unjust  representation.  Let  that  passage  or  that  epistle  be 
spurious^  though  if  it  be  not  Justin's,  yet  it  is  certainly  very 
ancient,  and  about  the  same  age  with  Justin  ;  and  you  yourself 
have  quoted  it,  without  scruple,  as  Justin's  own,  (p.  27.)  The 
cause  stands  very  safe  without  it :  and  Bp.  Bull  has  defended 
Justin  admirably,  and  unanswerably  from  his  other  certainly 
ffenuifie  pieces**.  All  the  service  that  passage  does,  is  only  to 
shew  that  Justin  once  expressly  denies  the  Son  to  be  imripirr^s. 
And  has  he  not  done  the  same  thing  twenty  times  over,  and 
more,  by  making  him  the  Jehowthy  and  God  of  Israet,  God  Al- 
mighty^ &c.  But  still  he  allows  him  to  be  ^rnphjjs,  as  he  does 
Syy€Xo9,  a  minister  and  angel  by  office^  which  has  nothing  absurd 
or  improper  in  it ;  since  he  condescended  much  lower^  even  to 
become  man. 

You  next  give  us  a  long  passage  of  Bishop  Bull,  which  shews 
the  great  ingenuity  of  that  excellent  Prelate.  You  produce  the 
objection^  which  the  Bishop  frankly  proposed,  at  length  ;  but  you 
mangle  and  misrepresent  his  solution  of  it.  You  say,  ^'  he  thinks 
^*  they  meant  no  more  than^  &c.''  Thinks !  He  has  denumstrated 
that  they  meant  no  more.  Bishop  Bull's  own  last  account  of 
tiiis  matter,  in  answer  to  Gilbert  Gierke,  is  as  follows. 

"  The  sum  of  my  answer  is  this.  Those  Doctors  of  the  Church 
"  who  wrote  before  the  rise  of  Artus's  heresy,  as  oft  as  they 
'^  reason  thus,  It  was  not  God  the  Father  but  the  Son  that 
^^  appeared  under  the  Old  Testament,  and  became  incarnate  in 
"  the  fulness  of  time ;  the  Father  is  infinitey  and  cannot  be  in- 
**  eluded  in  a  place  ;  is  invisU>le,  and  cannot  be  seen  by  any ; 
"  they  did  not  intend  to  deny  the  Son  of  God  to  be  immense  and 

^  2apKoir<Hrj$€h,Ka\€!y0pwrosatidr)s,    Just.  Dial.  p.  355.  Sylburg. 
Srifios,  Koi  naBrfrbs  imifuwt  ywirOtu.         ^  See  Bidl.  D.  F.  p.  2^. 

I  i  7. 
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^^  inmrible^  as  well  as  the  Father,  but  only  signified  barely  that 
*'  both  all  those  appearances  of  God,  and  even  the  incarnation 
"  itself,  had  relation  to  the  economy  which  the  Son  of  God  had 
"  taken  upon  him ;  which  economy  could  no  way  suit  with  the 
"  Father  because  of  his  having  no  principle  from  whence  he  is, 
^  nor  deriving  his  authority  from  any  besides  himself.  That 
*^  this  was  the  certain  intent  and  opinion  of  those  ancients,  I 
^Miave  made  appear  upon  these  two  accounts,  i.  Because, 
"  upon  other  occasions,  they  in  many  places  all  can/ess  Gtod  the 
^'  Son  to  be^  as  well  as  the  Father,  in  his  own  nature,  immense, 
^  onmipresewt,  and  invisible,  2,  And  again,  because  some  of  them 
^  do  themselves  expressly  interpret  these  their  sayings  of  the 
"  economy.     What  therefore  has  Mr.  Gierke  to  say  to  this^  T* 

The  short  of  the  matter  then  is,  that  it  did  not  suit  with 
the  Father  to  act  a  ministerial  party  or  to  be  subject  to  any^  (as 
Bp.  Bull  expresses  it  elsewhere,  meaning  the  same  thing,) 
because  he  is  from  none^  and  therefore  sent  from  none  ;  lest  it 
should  be  inverting  the  order  of  the  Persons. 

To  this  you  object,  (p.  139.)  "  the  impossibility  of  the  Father^s 
^^  being  a  visible  messenger  is  not  founded  upon  his  Paternity^ 
'^  but  upon  his  absolute  supremacy ;  upon  his  being  subject  to 
**  none,  which  is  inseparable  from  his  being  the  unoriginate 
"  Author.^  But  why  do  you  change  the  terms  ?  Who  ever  said 
that  it  was  absolutely  or  physically  impossible  for  the  Father  to 
act  as  the  Son  did  ?  All  that  is  said  is,  that  he  could  not  do  it 
suitably,  as  not  being  consistent  with  thatpmnfy  of  or^for  which 
as  Father  he  is  possessed  of.  And  it  is  ridiculous  of  you  to 
found  his  being  stibfect  to  none  upon  his  bei^g  stibfect  to  none^ 
which  is  idem  per  idem.  But  his  being  subject  to  none,  that  is» 
his  never  a^ing  a  ministerial  part^  is  founded  upon  this,  that  he 
is  Father^  first  Person,  Head^  from  whom  every  thing  descends ; 
which  order  would  be  inverted,  if  the  Son  were  to  be  at  the 
head,  and  the  Father  minister  to  him.  Such  ministration 
therefore  is  a  contradiction  to  his  PcUemityy  but  to  nothing  else. 

You  add,  "  Nor  do  the  primitive  writers  ever  lay  the  stress  of 
^'  this  argument  upon  the  relation  of  Paternity^  but  upon  the 
"  supremacy .""  That  is  to  say,  they  do  not  lay  it  upon  the 
Paternity^  but  upon  the  Paternity:  for  laying  it  upon  the 
supremacy  of  order^  which  he  is  possessed  of  as  Father^  and  no 
otherwise,  is  laying  it,  I  think,  upon  the  Paternity,     And  when 

«  Bull.  Op.  Posth.  p.  972,  &c. 
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you  add,  (p.  140.)  that  the  Fathers,  in  ascribing  omnipresence  to 
the  Son,  did  not  intend  thereby  ^'  to  infer  any  equality  of  supreme 
"  independent  authority  i*^  you  only  shew  how  much  you  are  at  a 
loss  to  make  any  thing  like  an  answer  to  Bp.  Bull's  solution  of 
the  main  difficulty.  For  so  long  as  the  Son's  omnipresence  is 
secured,  (which  seemed  most  to  be  affected  by  that  argument,) 
the  rest  is  all  taken  off  at  once,  by  allowing  a  Sfupremaey  of  order, 
or,  if  you  will,  ^patemcd  authority ;  which  comes  to  the  same, 
and  is  no  way  inconsistent  with  the  Son's  equality^  either  of 
natwre  or  dominion. 

Your  quotation  out  of  Clemens,  in  these  words,  (^^  This  is  the 
^^  greatest  excellency  of  the  Son,  that  he  orders  all  things 
**  according  to  the  wiU  of  the  Father,'*)  is  contrived,  as  your 
custom  is,  in  a  way  very  proper  for  the  deception  of  a  thoughtless 
or  ignorant  reader.  Who  would  not  imagine  from  the  words, 
as  you  cite  them,  that  the  highest  honour  of  the  Son  is  only  to  be 
obedient^  and  toserve  f  The  reader  wiU  be  surprised  to  find  how 
very  different  the  thought  is  from  what  Clemens  is  there  upon. 
His  words  run  thus  : 

"  The  most  perfect,  most  holy,  most  forrf?y,  mosiprineelyy  most 
"  kingly^  and  most  beneficent,  is  the  nature  of  the  Son,  which 
"  is  most  intimately  allied  to  the  alone  Almighty.  This  is  that 
**^  greatest  excellency  which  orders  all  things  according  to  the 
*'  will  of  the  Father,  and  steers  the  universe  in  the  best  manner, 
^^  and  worketh  all  things  by  his  indefatigable  unexhausted  power, 
&c.'" 

Does  not  the  reader  see,  by  this  time,  what  a  cheat  you  would 
have  put  upon  him,  under  the  name  of  Clemens  I  I  mention  not, 
that  the  Greek  will  not  bear  your  construction :  or  if  it  would, 
the  whole  context  serves  to  discover  your  fraud  in  it.  But 
perhaps  you  did  not  look  into  the  author. 
A.  D.  181.  Theophilus. 

Theophilus,  in  his  little  piece,  afforded  me  but  one  text,  (Gen. 
iii.  8,  9.)  where  God  the  Son  is  (according  to  him)  twice  styled 
**  the  Lord  Qod ;"  that  is,  as  I  understand  it,  the  one  true  God, 
the  Creator  of  man,  (Kipios  6  Schs,)  God  absolutely  so  called, 
the  Jehovah. 

'  T^XcMOTony  Sff,  koI  ayKtmrrf,  xol  frcarra  diiira(r(r€rai  Korh  tA  $€\rjfjLa  rov 

icvptoi>raTi7,  xal  ^c/iovuean-crn;,  jcal /Scurc-  warp^s,   Ka\   rh  nav  dpiara    oIclkIC«i, 

XiKCDTiSnTf,  KcH   €V€py€ruc<OTdTrj   fi    vlov  aKOfianpy   koX   drpxmp    dwdfui  ncarra 

ifjiwTiSt  fi  ra  p6v9^  ircarroKparopi  npocrt'  tpya(ofievri,  8ic.  Clem,  Strom,  vii.  sect. 

XccFTony.  ovny  rf  fuyltmf  vrrtpoxj^,  fj  rii  2.  p.  831. 
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You  cite  (p.  142.)  a  passage  of  Theofdulus,  which  joa  say 
(according  to  your  usual  style)  is  "  directly  contrary  to  wbaJb  I 
'^  refer  to  him  for.*"  I  humbly  conceive  not.  But  let  us  see: 
Tbeophilus  argues  after  the  same  way  with  other  ancients ;  that 
the  Lord  God  there  spoken  of  could  not  be  the  Father ;  wfap 
never  appears  because  never  sent,  and  is  never  sent  because  he 
has  no  Fath^  to  send  Mm :  which  is  the  sum  of  what  all  tiie 
ancients  thought  in  that  matter.  The  Faldier  was  not  to  be  ii^  a 
pktce^  even  by  visible  symbols;  which  yet  the  Son  might  be, 
because  a  Son, 

You  observe  that  Theophili^s  speaks  pf  the  FMher^  not  under 
the  character  of  Father  of  Christy  but  as  being  6  0€dy  koX  liart^ 
T^v  oKiav,  the  God  and  Father  of  all  things.  Bight ;  because  he 
was  talking  to  a  Pagan;  to  whom  therefore  he  adapted  his 
style,  calling  the  Father  by  such  a  name  as  Pagans  gave  to  their 
"  supreme  Father  of  gods  and  men.'^  So  Justin  Martyr,  in  his 
Apology,  written  to  ihe  Pagans,  gives  the  Father  that  title ;  but 
in  his  Dialogue  he  geaieraUy  gives  him  another,  more  proper 
to  the  Jews,  because  he  had  then  to  deal  with  Jews :  and  it 
would  not  have  been  proper  to  give  him  ihe  name  of  Father^ 
in  the  Christian  sense,  while  disputing  agaim^  those  who  would 
not  yet  own  him  a  Father  in  that  sense ;  for  it  would  have  been 
begging  the  question^.  You  have  therefore  dmwn  strange 
consequences  from  an  imagination  of  your  own,  which  never 
entered  into  the  head  of  Theophilus. 

But  you  observe  further,  that  the  Son  (according  to  lliear 
philus)  ''  assumed  the  Person  (not  of  the  FaUiar  merely,  but)  of 
"  (tov  0€oi;,)  Grod  absolutely.''  That  is  again  not  of  the  Father^ 
but  of  the  Father :  for  it  is  the  Father,  he  means,  the  Person  of 
the  Father,  by  tov  €>€0Vf  the  same  whom  ha  had  just  before 
called  the  ^'  Father  and  God  of  the  universe,''  in  compliance  with 
the  Pagan  style.  And  what  cuts  off  all  your  criticisms  at  once, 
Theophilus  observes  there,  tiiat  the  Son  being  God^  as  God's 
Son,  appeared  to  Adam:  as  much  as  to  say,  that  if  the  Son  had 
not  been  God,  he  could  not  pretend  to  assert,  that  he  was  the 
Person  styled  in  Genesis,  Kvpws  6  06O9,  the  Lord  God.  But 
being  really  God,  as  God's  Son^  there  was  nothing  in  that  title 
but  what  very  well  suited  his  Person ;  and  so  it  was  right  to 
interpret  G^n.  iii.  8.  of  him.     This  is  evidently  the  train  and 

^  See  my  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby,    ir€<^KnSf  SnSr   hy  fiovKmu  6  watiffi 
vol.  iL  p.  2^5.  T&¥  oXmv,  ircfurci  oMp  tU  tij«  r69rw, 

*>  ee6ff  oiv  tiv  6  Arfyo£,  Koi  cV  Q^ov     &c.  Th^oph.  p.  130. 
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course  of  Theophilus's  thoughts  in  that  place ;  graduallv  to 
introduce  Autolychus  to  admit  Crod*8  Son;  and  therewith  the 
Christian  religion.  This  may  further  shew,  that  when  Theophilus 
speaks  of  the  Logois  assuming  the  '^  Person  of  Q^d,"^  he  means 
this,  and  only  this ;  that  he  acted  in  the  character  and  capacity 
of  the  eternal  God :  which  he  might  very  well  do,  being  himself 
"eery  God,  as  well  as  that  other  Person,  his  Father,  called  '^  God 
"  and  Father  of  the  universe  :*"  and  it  was  under  this  very 
character  he  appeared  to  Adam  as  his  Creator^  that  is,  as  ^'  God 
^*  and  Father  of  all  things  (^  which  is  not  a  stronger  expression 
than  Kt;ptos  6  0€iy,  the  Lord  God  applied  to  him  by  Theophilus. 
I  shall  only  add,  that  Theophilus  certainly  never  intended  to 
assert  two  Lord  Oods^  as  your  hypothesis  requires,  but  one  only, 
the  Father  with  the  Logos:  and  so  all  concludes  in  one  God 
swprems^ ;  agreeably  to  my  principles. 

A.  D.  187.  Irenjeus. 

My  argument  from  Irenseus  runs  thus :  '^  Jehomh  that  rained 
*•''  upon  Sodom,^  (Gten.  xix.  24.)  Ghd  calling  at  the  bush,  and 
saying,  "  I  am  the  Grod  of  Abraham,  &o.'"  (Exod.  iii.  4,  6.) 
"  The  mighty  God*"  spoken  of,  Ps.  1.  The  God  known  in  Judah, 
(Ps.  Ixxvi.  1 .)  6  0eis  absolutely ;  "  God  (6  0€6s)  standing  in  the 
"  congregation,"^  (Ps.  Ixxxii.  i.)  "  The  Jehovah  reigning,""  Ps. 
xcix.  I.  The  Ood  axid  Jehovah  mentioned.  Is.  xii.  2.  xxxv.  4. 
Joel  iii.  1 6.  Amos  i.  2.  God^  who  has  none  like  him,  Mich.  vii. 
18.  "  God  (6  0€is)  that  came  from  Teman,""  Hab.  iii.  3.  He  that 
is  all  this,  is  the  "one  Grod  supreme.""  But  such  is  Christ^ 
according  to  Irenseus :  therefore,  &c. 

You  have  little  here  but  repetition  of  the  same  threadbare 
things :  that  Christ "  was  not  the  one  supreme  God/'  that  is,  not 
the  "  one  supreme  Father,""  which  you  constantly  confound  with 
the  other ;  that  he  ministered^  which  I  do  not  dispute,  for  he 
died  too ;  that  ''  he  fulfilled  the  Father"s  commands,""  which 
I  never  questioned ;  that  the  Son  is  "  never  called  by  Irenseus 
"  the  one  God,"'  which  I  much  question,  and  have  proved  to  be 
false,  though  the  point  is  not  material ;  that  the  Son  "  received 
*^  power  to  judge,""  that  is,  from  whom  he  received  his  essence. 

^  Theophilus   speaking  of  woman  ywauca  avrov,  Koi  ^aovrai  ol  dvo  th 

being  maae  from  the  rib  of  the  man,  trapKa  filav.     Theophil.  p.  145. 

represents  it  as  an  emblem  of  the  **  To  signify  the  mystery  of  the 

divine  Unity,  in  these  words.  *'  Unity  (or  Monarchy)  of  God,  he 

O^  fuv  aXXik  Koi  bta  rovrov  ^(txBfj  **  made  for  him  a  wife,  (saying,)  And 

t6  fAwrrripioy  rfjt  fioimpxias,  rijf  koto.  **  they  two  shall  be  one  flesh," 
rhp  B€6p'  Sfia  d*  ^olrjaev  6  Bed;  rffp 
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What  force  is  there  in  these  trite  things !  You  add,  (p.  141.) 
thattexod.  iii.  4,  8.  is  applied  by  Irenseus  to  the  "  Father  only.'' 
I  know  not  where ;  but  I  am  sure  that  he  applies  verse  the  8th 
to  the  Son  thrice''.  And  if  he  has  any  where  applied  it 
to  the  Father  also,  the  reason  may  be^  that  since  both  are  the 
seme  God,  the  application  may  be  proper  to  either;  which  may 
be  likewise  answer  sufficient  to  what  you  observe  of  Exod.  iii. 
14,  15.  As  to  what  you  have  further,  p.  142, 1  refer  to  what 
hath  been  said  under  a  former  article,  to  prove  that  Father  and 
Son  are  (according  to  Irenseus)  both  together  one  God. 

A.  D.  19a.  Clemens  Alexandrinus. 

My  argument  from  Clemens  is  to  this  effect : 

He  who  is  "Jehovah,"  "Almighty  €tod,"  (Gen.  xvii,  i,  a.) 
«  Lord  God  of  Abraham,"  (Gen.  xxviii.  13.)  "God  of  Bethel," 
i  06^9,  (Gen.  xxxi.  13.)  and  "Lord  God,"  (Exod.  xx.  2.)  is  the 
"  one  God  supreme."  But  such  is  Christ,  according  to  ClO' 
mens :  therefore^  &c. 

Here  you  tell  me  (p.  144.)  of  the  PcBdagoffue  bemg  a  "  ju- 
"  venile"  piece,  (which  is  more  than  you  know*,)  or  if  it  be,  it  is 
of  never  the  less  authority,  if  not  contradicted  by  his  riper 
thoughts,  as  it  is  not.  You  refer  to  what  you  had  said  above ; 
and  I  refer  to  what  I  have  said  in  answer  above.  But  you 
further  take  me  to  task  for  what  I  had  said  in  my  Defence,  vol. 
i.  p.  295.  that  Christ  spoke  the  words,  "  I  am  the  Lord  thy  God," 
Exod.  XX.  2.  in  his  oum  Person,  according  to  Gemens"*.  This  ob- 
servation, which,  it  seems,  tenderly  afibcts  you,  you  call  "  absurd" 
and  "  perfectly  ridiculous."  It  is  easy  to  give  hard  names ;  let  us 
hear  your  arguments.  All  you  have  to  plead  is  this,  that 
"  Christ  is  there  observed  to  speak  in  his  own  Person,  not 
"  in  opposition  to  his  being  the  representative  of  the  Person  of 
"  the  Father,  but  in  opposition  to  his  being  elsewhere  spoken 
"  of  in  the  third  Person."  Now,  I  grant  it  was  not  intended  in 
opposition  to  an  opinion  which  no  body  at  that  time  was  wild 
enough  to  hold :  but  while  he  is  aiming  at  another  thing,  he 

^  Lo^uente  Filio  ad  Moysem ;  De-        Ipse  est  qm  didt  Moysi^    Videns 

scendi,  inqiiit^  eripere  pomdum  hunc.  vidi,  &c.  ab  initio  assuetus  Verbum 

Ipse  enim  est  qui  descenait,  &c.  Iren.  Dei  ascendere  et  descendere,  p.  241. 
p.  180.  ^  See  Grabe's  Instances  of  Defects, 

Nescientes  eum  qui  figura  loquutus  p.  10. 
est  humana  ad  Abx^am,  et  iterum  ad        ^  UaKtv  ^  Ikcat  Xevn  dt^  rov  l^iov 

Moysem>  dicentem,  Videns  vidi  vexa-  irpoauurov,  iavrhv  6fAokoy€t  ntudoytt- 

tionem,   &c.     Hsec  enim  Fllius,   qui  y6v  *£ytt>  Kvpios  6  Qtdg  <rov,  6  €$<rya'' 

est  Verbum  Dei,  ab  initio  praestruebat,  y<^v  o-c  €k  yfjg  Alytmrov,  Clem,  p.  131, 
p.  336. 
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might  accidentally  drop  a  sentence  which  quite  overthrows  that 
opinion ;  which  is  the  truth  of  the  case.  For  what  can  be 
plainer  than  the  words,  bia  Ibiov  irpotrdTrov,  in  his  ovm  Person, 
and  kaxrrbv  ^/xoXoyel,  he  professes  himself  to  be  Tratdaywyiv,  the 
Leader  fwih^  because  of  his  saying,  "'  I  am  the  Lord  thy  God, 
*'  who  led  forth  thee  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt !"  I  translate  leader 
forthi  to  make  the  English  answer,  as  the  Greek  Ttai,hay<Ayhv 
and  i$ayay^v  do.  Is  there  any  sense  in  what  Clemens  says, 
if  the  Person  there  speaking  was  the  Person  of  the  Father, 
or  any  other  Person  but  the  JSonf  But  you  was  to  say 
something  to  amttse,  and  was  to  fill  up  the  rest  with  hard 
words.  The  opposition  you  have  took  notice  of,  does  not  at  all 
alter  the  case.  For  whether  the  Scripture  speaks  of  the  Son 
in  the  third,  or  he  of  hvmsdf  in  the  first  Person,  it  is  still  the 
Person  of  Christ. 

A.  D.  206.  Tebtullian. 

My  argument  from  Tertullian  stands  thus  : 

^^  The  Lord  God"  mentioned,  Gen.  iii.  8,  9.  Jehomh  appearing 
to  Abraham,  Gen.  xviii.  1,  13.  and  xix.  24.  The  ^^  God  of 
"  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,"  Exod.  iii.  4.  6.  The  "  I  AM," 
Exod.  iii.  14.  The  God  spoken  of.  Is.  xxxv.  4.  "  The  God, 
"  besides  whom  there  is  no  God,"  (Is.  xlv.  14,  15.)  he  is  the 
^'  one  true  God  supreme."  But  this  is  Christ,  according  to 
Tertullian:  therefore, &c. 

You  have  here  (p.  145.)  two  or  three  little  cavils,  which 
I  have  answered  above.  You  next  teU  me  that  Tertullian 
always  ^'declares  Christ  to  have  appeared,  not  in  his  own 
'^  name,  Imt  in  the  name  of  the  one  supreme  Grod."  But  where 
does  Tertullian  say  that  he  appeared  not,  or  conversed  not  in  his 
oum  name  f  He  says  indeed  in  the  Father's  name,  but  in  his  own 
name  too,  the  name  and  nature  of  either  being  common  to 
both".  He  took  no  nams  but  what  he  had  a  right  to:  nor 
said  any  thing  of  himself  but  what  was  true  of  himself  And 
therefore  he  never  said  /  am  the  Father,  though  he  often  said  I 
am  God,  or  Lord,  or  Almighty:  which  deserves  your  special 
notice.  I  aUow  that  he  acted  in  the  Father's  name,  coming 
with  all  the  authority  of  the  Godhead,  common  to  hoih,  un- 
originately  in  the  Father,  derivatively  in  the  Son.  This  is  coming 
in  the  Father^s  name,  and  with  his  authority,  to  exhibit  in  and 
through  himsel  fall  the  majesty  and  dignity  and  perfections  of  the 

n  Omnia,  inquit,  Patris  mea  sunU:  Prax,  cap.  17.  See  my  Defence,  vol. 
cur  non  et  nomiuaF  TertuU,  contr,    i.  p.  399,  &c. 
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Grodfaead :  being  himBelf  a  iiill,  perfect,  and  adequate  transcript 
or  image  of  all  that  the  Father  is. 

You  would  have  it  thought  that  the  Father  was  <'  absolutely 
'^  invisible^  (according  to  TertuUian)  ^*  on  account  of  his  supreme 
^^  majesty^  but  the  Son  visible,  as  a  comprehensible  part  C"  and 
yet  you  very  well  know,  that  TertuUian  did  not  allow  even  the 
Son  to  be  viMle  in  his  divine  nature  %  but  only  by  visibb  symbols 
voluntarily  chosen.  And  all  the  peculiar  majesty  of  the  Father, 
lay  only  in  this,  that  he  was  not  to  be  vhible  in  any  way  at  all ; 
because  he  was  not  to  minister  or  to  be  iTieamate.  But  will  ycki 
persist  in  offering  the  most  palpable  abuses  upon  youi*  readers ! 

A,  D.  240.  HiPPOLYTUS. 

Hippolytus  I  had  cited  for  one  text  only,  his  applying  the 
words  "  that  stretcheth  out  the  heavens  like  a  curtain"  (Is.  il. 
22.)  to  Christ.  Whoever  looks  into  that  chapter,  will  see  that 
the  Person  of  whom  those  words  were  spoken  is  described  all  the 
way  in  characters  peculiar  to  the  one  true  God.  That  Person 
therefore  being  Christ,  according  to  Hippolytus,  the  consequence 
ii9  evident.  You  have  Kttle  to  say  in  answer,  but  what  had 
been  abundantly  replied  to  or  obviated  before.     So  I  pass  on. 

A.  D.  237 — 244.  Origen. 

I  cited  Origen  but  for  two  texts,  Exod.  iii.  4,  6.  Psal.  xxiv.  8, 
10.  According  to  him  therefore  Christ  is  '^  God  of  Abraham, 
"  Isaac,  and  Jacob^;'^  **  Jehovah,''  and  "  King  of  glory.''  "  You 
*'  see  not,"  it  seems,  "  how  this  proves  that  Origen  thought  Christ 
^  to  be  the  one  supreme  God."  It  either  proves  that,  or  else 
that  Origen  thought  there  were  two  Gods  of  Abraham,  two  Lords 
of  hosts :  which  yet  Origen,  as  we  have  before  seen,  absolutely 
denies.     So  much  for  Origen. 

A.  D.  256.  Cyprian. 

My  argument  fik>m  C}rprian  runs  thus : 

He  that  is  "  €tod  of  Bethel,"  Gen.  xxxv.  i.  "  The  Lord  strong 
"  ludd  mighty,"  "  Lord  of  hosts,"  Psal.  xxiv.  8,  10.  He  that  said 
**  I  am  God,'*  (Psal.  xlvi.  10.)  and  who  is  called  "  mighty  God," 

o  Dicimus  enim  et  Filium  suo  no-  "  far  as  he  was  the  Word,  and  Spirit  qf 

n)ine  eatenus  invisibilem,  qua  Sermo  "  God:  and  he  is  so  also  now^  as  Gofl^ 

et  Spiritus  Dei:  ex  substantias  condi-  **  and  the  Word,  and  Spifit:  the  coH' 

tione,  jam  nunc,  et  qua  Deus,  et  Ser-  **  dition  (or  quality)  of  his  substance 

mo,  et  Spiritus.    Visibilem  autem  fu-  "  reauiring  it.     But  he  was  visible 

isse  ante  camem  eo  modo  quo  dicit,  *'  before  his  incarnation,  inl  such  a 

&c.     TertuU,  contr,  Prax,  cap.  14.  "  way  as  he  says,"  &c. 

"  For  we  say  that  the  Son  also;  in  Vid.   Bull.  D.  P.  p.  88.  Nourrii 

"  his  own  Person,  was  iwoisible,  so  App.  vol.  ii.  p.  1310. 
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and  "  our  God,'*  Paal.  1.  1,3.  The  God  arising,  Paal.  Ixviii.  1. 
^'  €k>d  standii^  in.  the  eongregation,*^  Psal.  Ixxxii.  i.  '^  The  God 
^'  beside  whom  there  is  none  eke,'''  Is.  xlv.  14,  15.  He  that  said, 
<^  I  am  Ood,  and  not  man^^  Hos.  xi.  9.  The  Jehovah  spoken  of, 
Zmh'  X.  12.  '^  The  God  in  comparison  of  whom  none  other 
*'  shall  be  recounted  of,""  Barueh  iii.  35.  He  that  is  all  this,  is 
the  '^  one  true  God  supreme.""  But  such  is  Christ,  aocording  to 
Cyprian :  therefore,  &c. 

In  answer  hereto  you  tell  me  (p.  146.)  that  '*  Cyprian  has  not 
"  one  word  to  my  purpose.""  But  let  the  reader  judge  as  he 
finds,  and  not  give  too  hasty  credit  to  your  blunt  sayings.  You 
tell  me  of  Cyprian's  styling  the  Father  ^*  the  one  Grod,  who  is 
''  Lord  of  all,  of  unequalled  majesty  and  power  {**  but  you  have 
not  shewn  that  this  was  said  in  opposition  to,  or  exclusim  of,  Gkxl 
the  Son.  Nay,  it  is  certain  it  was  not,  because  Cyprian,  in  his 
application  of  the  texts  above  cited  to  Christ,  has  really  said  as 
high  and  as  great  things  of  him.  What  can  run  higher  than 
that  of  Baruoh  ?  '^  This  is  our  God,  and  there  shall  none  other 
^^  be  accounted  of  in  comparison  of  him."  You  have  nothing 
further  to  say,  but  that  '^  Chrisf  (•.  e.  during  his  humiliation 
here  on  earth)  ^*  called  the  Father  his  Lord  and  God,^  by  him 
^'  prayed  to  be  glorified,"'  and  the  like.  Sure  you  do  not  expect 
an  answer,  as  often  as  you  bring  up  those  poor  things. 

A.  D*  270.  Antiochian  Fathsbss 

The  texts  which  these  Fathers  apply  to  Cfarnt  are  Gen»  xviiL 
1,  13,  xxxi.  13.  Exod.  iii.  4,  6.  I«i.  xxxv.  4,  xhr.  14,  15. 
Hos.  xi.  9. 

The  argument  from  them  will  be  much  the  same  as  tiat  of 
others  before  recited.  You  pkad,  that  ^'  these  Bishops  aa:^  so 
'^  far  from  declaring  the  Son^  to  be  the  one  supreme  Gk)d,  tfaat 
^^  they  expressly,  on  the  oontFaiy^  say,  that. he  fiilfiUed  the  will 
"  of  the  Father  in  the  creation  of  all  things."  Wonderfiil !  So 
far  Arom  declaring  it,  that  they  say  nothing  but  what  is  veiy 
consistent  with  it,  or  what  serves  to  confirm*  it.  For  what  is 
liiere  contrary  in  his  '^  fulfilling  the  will-  of  the  Father  in  the 
"  creation  ?"  Or  what  creature  could  ever  be  able  to  execute  so 
high  a  charge  *>  I  But  here  again  you  discover  what  it  is  you 
rely  on ;  not  Scripture  or  Fathers^  but  two  or  three  fancies  of 
your  own,  among  which  this  is  one :  that  the  doctrine  of  the 

P  Labb^  torn.  L  p.  845.        <i  See  my  SermoBS,  voL  ii^  p.  63,  &o. 
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Unity ^  as  held  by  the  Church,  is  not  oonsistent  with  a  distinction 
of  PersonSj  order,  ^and  offices.  Might  you  not  therefore  better 
plainly  own  to  the  world  that  there  lies  all  the  difficulty,  rather 
than  amuse  them  with  Scripture  and  Fathers^  only  to  draw  such 
premises  as  are  readily  granted ;  at  least  by  me,  who  dispute 
only  your  conclusion!  You  repeat  some  things  about  the 
olsiirtMty  of  the  Father's  appearing,  the  Son's  being  an  angely 
and  the  like ;  which  have  been  before  answered,  and  need  not 
any  further  notice. 

A.  D.  257.    NOVATIAN. 

This  author,  according  to  order  of  time,  should  have  come  in 
before :  but  I  was  willing  to  postpone  him,  as  you  had  done ; 
because  I  take  him  to  be  somewhat  particular,  and  therefore  of 
distinct  consideration ;  as  before  hinted. 

My  argument  from  this  writer  will  stand  thus  : 

The  Jehovah  appearing  to  Abraham,  (Gen.  xviii.)  and  raining 
upon  Sodom^  (Gen.  xix.)  The  God  speaking  to  Abraham, 
(Gen.  xxi.)  "  The  God  of  Bethel,''  (Gen.  xxxi.)  "  The  God 
"  standing  in  the  congregation,"  (Ps.  Ixxxii.)  The  Gh>d  men- 
tioned, Is.  xxxv.  4.  The  Jehovah  from  Zion,  (Joel  iii.  Am.  i.) 
He  is  the  **  one  true  God."  But  such  is  Christ,  according  to 
Novatian :  therefore,  &c. 

I  have  intimated  my  doubts  of  Novatian  before,  as  to  his  way 
of  solving  the  Unity :  in  which  he  appears  to  be  various,  and  not 
very  oonsistent  with  his  own  principles ;  though  orthodox  in  the 
main,  as  to  the  Son's  essential  divinity.  The  Sabellian  abuse  of 
the  phrase  one  God^  I  suppose,  might  make  him  the  more  scru- 
pulous. I  have  sometimes  wondered  at  it,  considering  the  knovm 
principles  of  that  age,  appearing  in  the  authors  above  mentioned. 
But  he  was  none  of  the  most  judicious,  nor  without  his  singu- 
larities :  as  is  plain  from  the  schism  begun  by  him.  I  shall  now 
see  what  you  have  to  say  to  this  writer.  You  bring  up  (p.  148.) 
the  whole  pretence  of  God  the  Father  being  "  inmiense,"  and 
**  contained  in  no  place,'*  whereas  the  Son  might  be  contained^ 
&c.  A  general  answer  has  been  already  given  to  this  out  of 
Bishop  Bull ;  which  answer  is  so  full  and  certain,  that  you  know 
not  how  to  gainsay  it.  The  meaning  of  the  Fathers  was  no 
more  than  this,  that  GkKl  the  Father  never  appeared  in  9,place^ 
no,  not  by  visible  symbolSy  which  yet  the  Son  did :  and  it  was  by 
such  visile  symiols  only,  that  the  Son  was  contained  in  a  place, 
and  not  in  his  divine  nature.    Novatian  himself  is  a  proof  of  this 
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matter ;  for  he  expressly  asserts  the  omnipresence  or  immensity 
of  God  the  Son'.  Your  other  objection  is,  that  Novatian  speaks 
of  the  Son  as  being  svhditus^  subject  to  the  Father ;  which  is 
meant  only  of  the  Son's  ministering  to  the  Father  by  voluntary 
condescension,  according  to  the  economy  eniQTeA  into  from  the 
creation :  so  that  this  is  far  from  proving  the  subjection  which 
you  are  aiming  at,  viz.  a  natural  and  necessary  subjection  of  a 
precarious  being  to  his  God  and  Creator.  Novatian  would  have 
abhorred  the  thought.  He  reserves  to  the  Father  solely  and 
exclusively  the  title  of  the  one  God^  on  account  of  his  supremacy 
of  order  and  office^  (which  I  think  a  false  way  of  speaking,)  at 
the  same  time  allowing  the  Son  to  be  of  the  scMine  nature  and 
substance ;  which  is  plainly  making  the  Son  God  supreme^  and 
God  in  the  strict  sense^  according  to  just  propriety  of  speech. 
In  words  then,  he  may  seem  in  some  measure  to  agree  with  you : 
but  in  reality,  he  agrees  more  with  me ;  differing  only  loquendi 
modo^  or  dtra  mysterii  substantiamj  from  the  Catholic  doctrine, 
as  Petavius  himself  confesses  of  him.  Pre/,  in  T.  ii.  c.  5. 

A.  D.  318.  Lactantius. 

There  are  only  three  texts  cited  from  this  author :  Isa.  xliv. 
6.  xlv.  14,  15.  Baruch  iii.  35.  But  they  are  wonderful  strong 
and  expressive,  ^'  I  am  the  first,  and  I  am  the  last ;  and  besides 
^^  me  there  is  no  G^  :^  this  he  understands  of  the  Father  and- 
Son  together.  ^'  Surely  God  is  in  thee ;  and  there  is  not  an- 
*'*'  other  God  besides  thee,''  (so  he  expresses  it  in  his  Epitome :) 
this  he  understands  of  Christ ;  and  the  other  text,  out  of  Baruch, 
is  as  full  and  strong*.  One  thing  is  evident,  that  Lactantius 
never  dreamed  of  that  strict  force  of  exclusive  terms,  which  you 
are  used  to  insist  upon.     For  if  he  had,  he  must  have  excluded 

'  Si  homo  tantummodo  Christus,  lib.  iv.  cap.  39.  Epitom,  cap.  44. 

qaomodoade8tubiqueinvocatus;ciun  Sed  et  alio  loco  similiter  ait.    Sic 

hsec  hominis  natura  non  sit,  sed  Dei,  dicit  Deus  rex  Israel,  et  qui  eruit  eum 

ut  adesse  omni  loco  possit  ?   Novat,  Deus  aiemus :  Ego  primus  et  ego  no- 

cap.  14.  vissimus,  et  prater  me  non  est  Deus* 

l£  Christ  be  only  a  man,  how  Cum  duas  personas  proposuisset  Dei 


"  comes  he  to  be  present  as  invoked  r^s,  id  est  Christi,  et  Dei  ] 

"  every  where ;   when  it  is  not  the  ad  utramque  personam  referens,  in- 

*'  nature  of  man,  but  of  God,  to  be  tulit,  et  prater  me  non  est  Deus,  cvan 

'*  present  to  all  places  ?"  posset  dicere  prater  nos :  sed  £bs  non 

•  Unum  esse  Deum  tam  Patrem  eratpluralinumeroseparationemtantse 

quam  FUium,  Esaias  in  illo  exemplo  necessitudinis  fieri.     lib.  iv.  cap.  39. 

quod    superius   posuimus,    ostendit  Item  Jeremias.    Hie  Deus  noster 

cum  diceret :  Ac&rabunt  te,  et  te  de-  est  et  nondeputabUur  aUus  absque  illo, 

precabuntwr,  qwmiam  in  te  Deus  est,  &c.  Lactant.  Epit,  cap.  zliv.  p.  116. 
et  non  est  aUus  prater  te.   Loot.  Inst. 
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the  F<aheT  himself  from  being  God,  in  virtue  of  the  text  of 
Baruch. 

You  have  nothing  of  moment  to  say  to  Lactantius^s  citations, 
which  are  directly  opposite  to  your  principles  :  but  with  your 
usual  air,  when  you  are  entirely  at  a  loss^  you  would  seem  to 
contemn  what  you  cannot  answer.  All  you  can  pretend  is, 
that  Lactantius  styles  the  Father  Deui  sumrmbs^  God  supreme  : 
and  yet  it  is  certain  that  he  supposes  the  Son  to  have  the  same 
nature  and  substance  with  the  Father,  and  to  be  one  God  with 
him ;  which  is  v^at  I  call  making  the  Son  God  supreme :  and 
the  author  cannot  be  more  plainly  opposite  to  my  principles  in 
tike  former  part,  than  he  is  to  yours  in  the  latter.  If  the  parts 
are  not  recoiKHlable,  his  evidence  is  nuUf  and  of  no  account  on 
eitiier  side.  But  I  conceive,  the  author  may  be  reconciled  by  a 
candid  construction  of  Deus  summus  ;  either  considered  as  op- 
posed only  to  Pagan  deities,  or  as  being  an  inaccurate  «q»*ession 
for  summm  Pester^  the  supreme  Fkdher^  by  which  the  author  him- 
self interprets  it,  and  meaning  no  more  than  that  he  is  supreme 
in  order  or  office;  which  I  allow.  See  Le  Nourry^  Apparat, 
vol.  ii.  p.  zsi' 

A.  D.  335.  EusBBius. 

What  you  were  deficient  with  respect  to  Lactantius,  you 
endeavour  to  make  up  in  regard  to  Eusebius.  Here  you  insult 
unmercifully :  a  plain  sign  that  your  forbearing  to  do  the  like 
upon  other  umters,  is  not  owing  to  your  civility  or  modesty,  but 
to  something  else.  The  ''  learned  world"^  must  be  called  in,  and 
stand  "  amazed^  at  my  "  presumption  :^  as  if  none  of  the  learned 
world  had  ever  taken  Eusebius  to  have  any  thing  orthodox  upon 
the  Trinity.  I  gave  a  caution  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  293. 
note  ^,  in  regard  to  Eusebius  :  and  it  so  stood  in  three  editions 

t  Unu8  est  eBim  solus  liber  Deus,  the  Scm  is  :  else  how  should  he  prove 

flummus,  carcBs  origine ;  quia  ipse  est  the  Son  one  Qod  with  the  Father, 

ongo  rerum,  et  in  eo  simul  et  Filins  without  proving  the  same  of  every 

et   omnia   continentur.     Qus^ropter  thing  else,  as  well  as  of  him,  by  the 

cum  mens  et  voluntas   ahenus   in  same  argument  ?  Qu.  Whether  rerum 

altero  sit ;  vel  potius  in  utroque  una,  and  onmia  may  not  be  understood  of 

merito  «iiii«  D«tw  uterque  appellatur :  things  diviner  all  that  is  divine  or 

quia  ouicquid  est  in  Patre  ad  Filium  adorable  in  such  a  sense  as  Tertullian 

transnuit,  et  quicquid  est  in  Filio  a  speaks : 

Patre  descencht.  Lact.  Inst,  lib.  ir.        Unus  omnia,  dum  ex  uno  omnia, 

^El  ^^*  ^'  substantise  scilicet  unitatem. 

The  words  et  omnia  here  seem  to        Here  omnia  stands  only  for  the 

come  in  venr  strangely.     I<actantins  divine  Persons.  Amobius  says, /« iboo 

must  think  the  omnia  to  be  contained  omne  qmti  colmdmn  est  colinms, 
in  the  Father  much  otherwise  than 
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before  you  published  your  piece.  This  was  on  purpose  to  inti- 
mate, that  I  did  not  pretend  to  claim  Eusebius  as  entirely  on 
my  side ;  but  only  so  far.  And  with  the  like  moderation  I  have 
iJways  spoke  oS  Eusebius,  in  my  Sermons,  and  elsewhere,  be<- 
oause  I  would  not  deceive  my  reader,  nor  be  confident  where  a 
point  is  disputable.  Learned  men  know  how  both  ancients  and 
modems  have  differed  in  their  opinions  of  this  man.  Hilary, 
Jerome,  Photius,  two  Nicephoruses,  the  second  Council  of  Nice, 
Baronius,  Perron,  Petavius,  Noris,  Sandius,  Le  Clerc,  and 
others,  and  at  length  Montfaucon,  have  charged  him  with 
Arianism :  on  the  other  hand,  Socrates,  Theodorit,  Gelasius 
Gyzicenus,  Gamerarius,  Chamier,  Calovius,  Peter  du  Moulin, 
Florentinus,  Valesius,  Bull,  Gave,  Fabricius",  defend,  or  at 
least  ex(»ise  him.  Athanasius^  seems  to  have  thought  that 
he  was  once  an  Arian,  but  i^  length  came  over  to  the 
Catholic  side.  Epiphanius  says,  he  was  too  much  inclined  to  the 
Arian  way ;  and  the  learned  Pagi  (as  an  ingenious  gentleman  y, 
from  whom  I  have  borrowed  part  of  this  account,  has  observed) 
confesses  he  hunos  not  what  to  make  of  Mm.  Now,  in  such  cases' 
as  these,  however  firmly  persuaded  a  man  may  be,  im  this  or 
that  side ;  yet  in  pure  modesty  and  deference  to  men  of  name 
and  character  in  the  learned  worid,  one  would  speak  with 
oautiim  and  reserve :  and  there  caimot  be  a  surer  argument  of  a 
little  mind,  Uian  to  be  insulting  and  confident  on  such  occasions. 
After  all,  the  main  question  is  very  Uttle  concerned  in  this  other 
about  Eusebius ;  who  cannot  justly  be  reckoned  among  the 
Ante-Nicene  writers,  (to  whose  imUffwent  judgment  we  appeal,) 
as  living  and  writing  after  the  time  that  Arius  had  broached  his 
heresy y  and  raised  a  faction  against  the  Church ;  to  which  Eu- 
sebius, by  affinity  and  partyj  (and  perhaps  upon  principle  too,) 
appears  to  have  leaned.  He  may  however  be  a  good  evidence 
of  what  the  Church  taught,  in  those  very  points  which  he  en- 
deavoured, by  a  novel  turn,  or  by  some  private  constructions  of 
his  own,  to  warp  from  their  ancient  intendment  and  significancy. 
And  though  I  cannot  pretend  to  say  that  he  comes  entirely  into 
that  scheme  which  I  defend,  yet  sure  I  am  that  he  can  never  be 
reconciled,  upon  the  whole,  to  yours. 

It  would  be  tedious  to  run  through  all  you  have  cited  from 
him  :  it  might  fiU  a  volume  to  discuss  this  single  question  about 
Eusebius.   I  shall  content  myself  therefore  with  a  few  strictures, 

^  FabriciuB,  Biblioth.  Gnec.  vol.  vi.  p.  33.  >  Vid.  Athanas.  £p.  ad 

Afros,  p.  896.  7  Mr.  Thirlby,  Answer  to  Mr.  Whiston,  p.  79. 
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just  to  abate  your  excessive  confidence.  I  have  admitted  that 
Eusebius  did  (as  some  other  very  worthy  men  have  also  done) 
magnify  the  glory  of  unariginatefiess  rather  too  far ;  as  if  it  were 
a  distiuct  per/ectum,  and  not  a  relation  only^  or  mode  ofexistence^ 
as  the  Catholics  taught :  yet  you  will  not  find  that  Eusebius 
denies  the  necessary  existence  or  eternity  of  the  Son;  however 
not  after  the  Nioene  Council.  If  you  have  a  mind  to  gain  Eu- 
sebius to  your  side^  do  not  endeavour  it  by  fcdse  reports  and 
manifest  wrUrttihs  ;  lest  the  reader  suspect  you  even  in  what  you 
m&y  justly  plead  from  him.  You  scruple  not  to  say,  (p.  150.) 
as  from  Eusebius,  that  the  Son  is  "  styled  GU>d  and  Lord  on 
^^  account  of  his  having  received  all  power  and  authority  from 
^'  the  Father,  and  ministering  to  aU  his  commands  :*"  which,  in 
effect,  is  making  a  Photinian  or  Samosatenian  of  him.  He  no 
where,  that  I  know  of,  says  any  such  thing :  nor  do  the  places 
you  refer  to  prove  any  thing  like  it ;  unless  saying  that  Christ  is 
GW,  as  being  our  Creator^  be  the  same  as  saying  he  is  God  on 
account  of  receiving  authority y  &c.  Eusebius^s  constant  way  of 
*  accounting  for  the  Son'^s  being  Oody  is  by  resolving  it  into  his 
being  Cro^s  Son\  and  his  thereby  copying  out  a  perfect  resem- 
blance of  the  Father :  and  he  makes  him  ''  by  nature  great 
^  God^^  on  that  very  account.  In  one  place  more  besides  that 
before  mentioned,  he  calls  him  6W,  as  being  our  Creatory  or 
Maker^ :  unless  it  be  there  meant  of  the  Father;  which  if  it  be, 
it  shews  that  Eusebius^s  looking  upon  Christ  as  God  because 
Creatory  was  no  lessening  consideration.  The  reader  may  well 
wonder,  after  this,  what  could  move  you  to  make  so  strange  and 
false  a  representation  of  an  author.  I  may  further  hint,  that, 
according  to  Eusebius,  the  Son  could  not  be  Gody  if  he  were 
produced  ii  oIk  SvrtaVyfrom  iiothing^  or  did  not  participate  of  the 
Father*s  divinity^.  How  does  this  suit  with  your  notion  of  his 
Godship  being  owing  to  his  receiving  of  authority !  You  next 
produce  a  passage  where  Eusebius  is  arguing  that  the  Father,  or 
Crod  over  alt^  could  not  have  appeared,  because  it  is  '^  impious  to 

*    OrthkytvrjiTSivmrain'OiVKaBrjytiTCH  III,  133,  127. 

r&v  di  avrov  yeyevtjfUytiv,  ms  dv  oTrov-  Comm.  in  Psalm,  p.  534,  634. 

T»p  virdpxwf  (r<ttza^'«erl  Kvptov  Koi  ^  ^a€i  fieyas  tl>v  Q€6s,  Kcuticyof 

lhfffuovpy6s TfjyiKavra,  Kal  0€6s,  Koi  rvyxapti  /SocrtXc^f ,  5rc  tunfoytvifs  i>¥ 

d€inr6TTfs,  Koi  cmrrjp,  Kal  fiaaiXfvs  ova-  rov  Oeov  \6yos.  Euseb.  in  Psalm,  p.  639. 

yop€voiTo  Sp,   Euseh,  Eccl.  Tkeol,  lib.  c  Kvptos  17/Moir  coriy  w  bovKtop,  <cai 

li.  p.  III.  Ge^f  m  nKcumis,    Euseb,    Com,  in 

»  Euseb.  Dem.  Evang.  p.  146,  313,  Psal.jp,  645. 

337.  *  E&iseb.   EccL  Th.  p.  69.    See 

Contra  Marc,  p.  7,  63,  68,  69,  73,  below,  p.  500. 
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**  say  God  was  changed  :^  and  this  you  leave  with  your  reader. 
You  add  another  passage  of  like  kind  to  it :  "  It  can  no  way  be 
^  said  that  theunbegotten  and  immutable  essence  of  God  supreme 
"  was  changed  into  the  form  of  a  man."  This  also  you  leave 
for  any  simple  reader  to  imagine,  that  Christ,  who  took  upon 
him  human  form,  is  not,  according  to  Eusebius,  of  immutable 
essence,  but  subject  to  change.  Yet  Eusebius  certainly  meant 
no  more  than  that  it  was  not  so  suitable  to  the  majesty  of  the 
first  Person,  (whom  he  calls  indeed  supreme  God^  in  contradis- 
tinction to  the  Son,)  to  submit  to  take  upon  him  any  visible 
symbols^  or  to  be  ificamate.  As  to  the  nature  and  essence  of  the 
Son,  he  believed  it  to  be  absolutely  immutable^  and  liable  to  no 
change,  as  well  as  the  Father's.  Wherefore  though  Eusebius 
does  insist  on  the  supremacy  of  the  Father,  more  than  other 
writers  before  him,  (which  might  bring  him  under  the  suspicion 
of  Aria/nisAng^)  this  is  in  a  manner  all  he  can  be  said  to  agree 
with  you  in,  being  directly  opposite  to  you  in  the  main  points  of 
your  scheme.  Such  men  as  Dr.  Cudworth,  Bp.  Fowler,  and 
others  amongst  us,  might  perhaps  have  claimed  Eusebius  as 
their  own :  you  and  your  friends  are  quite  of  another  stamp ; 
though  you  are  willing  to  seek  some  cover  and  countenance  from 
the  few  things  wherein  they  agreed  with  you.  The  next  passage 
you  cite  (p.  152.)  proves  no  more  than  that  Eusebius  strained 
the  point  of  the  Father's  supremacy  too  high,  in  calling  the  Son 
a  second  Lord ;  which  second  however  was,  in  his  opinion,  in  a 
manner  infinitely  higher  and  more  excellent  than  your  scheme 
makes  him,  by  depriving  him  of  necessary  existence^  and  reducing 
him  thereby  to  a  creature,  which  Eusebius  declares  against  more 
than  once.  And  though  I  will  not  undertake  to  clear  Eusebius 
of  Tritheism,  or  Ditheism ;  yet  it  appears  plainly  enough  to  me, 
that  he  was  very  far  from  Aria^ism ;  at  least,  after  the  Nicene 
Council. 

As  to  the  next  text,  about  which  I  appeal,  you  pretend  that 

®  M6vo>y  aMs  iraXiv  avXos  olos  koX  *'  immaterial  in  himself,  such  as  he 

irp6  TovTov  vaph  ry  irarpi  ^v  odrt  fic-  "  had  been  before  this,  with  the  Fa* 

TafiaX6»PTripov<rlap, ovdc  Trfvovaiav  "  ther,  without  anv  change  of  his  sub- 

Ziraaxfy  6  caraBr^t,  Sec.  Euseb.  Oral,  "stance.   Nor  dia  he  suffer  any  thing 

Paneg.  cap.  xiv.  p.  761.  '^  in  resi)ect  of  his  substance,  being 

"Ix^iutri  €vp€6€ls  i>s  Mp<io7ros  aKKol'  "impassible. 

wviv  ov  r^ir  ruxovcoM  7bo(«v  vnofuv^iv,  "  Being  found  in  fashion  as  a  man, 

ay(iKKoim^>g  tiv  Koi  Srprrrros  w  Q€6g,  "  he  might  seem  to  undergo  no  small 

Buseb.  in  Psal,  p.  185.  "  change,  though  unchtrngeable  and 

"  He  performed  all  things  by  the  "  unvariable  as  Ood." 
"  inanbenada88umed------Contuiaing 

VOL.  II.  K  k 
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Eusebius  is  expressly  against  me.  Why  i  Because  he  says  that 
the  Son  is  not  o  iirl  irivra^p,  that  is,  he  is  not  the  supreme  FcMer  : 
which  is  all  you  could  make  of  many  the  Uke  places  in  Eusebius  ; 
were  there  not  others  still  stronger  elsewhere.  I  could  shew  you 
where  Eusebius  styles  the  Son  0€os  tw  6\<»v^y  and  6  0€is  tuv 
Sktov^y  and  might  translate  supreme  God,  as  you  do  6  MvivT<itv, 
were  there  nothing  else  to  be  considered  in  this  matter.  But  I 
will  not  deceive  my  readers.  Nor  is  there  any  such  peculiar 
force  in  the  words  6  M  -nivro^v  0€O9,  that  Eusebius  might  not, 
as  well  as  the  Phrygian  martyrs,  apply  them  to  the  Son^.  But 
I  attend  to  the  sense^  not  to  the  phrase.     To  proceed  : 

You  grow  bolder  in  your  next  page,  (154,)  pretending  to  tell 
me,  from  a  passage  in  Eusebius,  that  '^  the  ancient  Church  wor- 
"  shipped  Christ,  not  as  being  the  one  supreme  God,  but  to  the 
"  glory  of  the  Father  who  dwelt  in  him,  and  from  whom,  says 
"  Eusebius,  he  received  the  honour  of  being  worshipped  as 
"  God." 

The  reader  will  easily  see  the  drift  and  purport  of  these  rawA 
words ;  for  which  you  have  not  one  syllable  of  proof.  What- 
ever may  be  thought  of  Eusebius,  the  ancient  Church  stands 
perfectly  clear ;  as  shall  be  shewn  in  due  time  and  place.  As  to 
your  cavil  upon  the  words  of  Eusebius,  {Ecd,  Hist.  lib.  i.  cap. 
3.)  I  refer  to  Valesius's  Notes  for  an  answer.  Nothing  more 
certain,  than  that  Eusebius  ordinarily  founds  the  worship  of  the 
Son  upon  his  being  naturally  Son  of  God,  or  very  God*,  If  he 
contradicts  this  in  his  comment  on  Isa.  xlv.  15.  he  is  the  less 
to  be  regarded,  as  being  inconsistent :  and  it  is  one  great 
prejudice  against  the  notion,  that  among  fifteen  Christian 
writers  who  have  considered  and  quot^  that  text^,  he  is  the 
only  one  that  ever  drew  so  wild  a  consequence  from  it.  But 
the  truth  is,  Eusebius  never  had  a  thought  of  what  your  words 
insinuate  of  him.  Let  him  but  explain  himself,  and  all  will  be 
very  right.     It  depends  upon  Eusebius'^s  notion  of  the  Father's 

'  Euseb.  contr.  Marc.  p.  67,  70.  Vid.  Eccl.  Theolog.  p.  69,  iii. 

f  Euseb.  Dem.  Evang.  p.  11.  ^  Hippolytus  contr.  Noet.  cap.  iv. 

*•  T6v  €ir\  vavrtdv  Gciv  X^iar6v  im-  p.  8.  Cyprian,  adv.  Jud.  lib.  ii.  cap.  6. 
fiocufAtvovs.  Euseb.  Eccl.  Hist.  lib.  viii.  TertuUisui.  contr.  Prax.  cap.  13.  Pa- 
cap.  II.  tres  Antiocheni,  p.  845.  Lactantius 

O  cnrl  irdvT<ov,  km  dia  ndvTciiv,  Koi  iv  Epit.   et   Institut.    Hilmus,  p.  849. 

iraa-iv  Spafuvois  re  Koi  d(l>av€<riv,  «ri-  C3rrilli  Catecb.  p.  156.  Athanasius,  p. 

irop€v6u€vos  Tov  Ocov  \6yos.    Euseb.  4pi,  686.  Hieronjrmus  in  loc.  Epipba-i 

Orat.  Panegyr.  cap.  i.  p.  719.  nius,  vol.  i.  p.  486.    Ambros.  de  Fid. 

*  OXarov^a66KxivQfovirai!bayvr]a'iov,  lib.  i.  cap.  3.    Marius  Victorin.  lib.  i. 

Koi  aMB€ov  irpo<rKW€iaB<u.     Euseb.  p.  261.  £rregor.  Nazianz.  p.  733.  Zeno 

Eccl.  Hist.  lib.  x.  p.  468.  Veronens.  oe  Nativ.  Christi,  1250. 
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inAabit€^ion  ;  which  he  fully  lays  open  in  another  place  * :  where 
he  tells  us,  that  the  Father  in  the  generation  of  the  Son  com- 
municated of  his  fulness,  the  fulness  of  his  Godhead,  without 
division  or  separation;  and  it  is  in  this  respect  that  in  him 
"  dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead :"  so  that  the  wor- 
shipping of  Christ  as  having  the  Father  dwelling  in  him,  comes 
to  the  same  with  worshipping  him  as  being  Grod  of  God^  eternally 
begotten  ^  of  the  Father ;  which  is  Eusebius's  doctrine.  And  thus 
Eusebius  agrees  well  with  Hilary ",  and  other  Catholic  Fathers. 
You  go  in  triumph  (p.  155.)  in  the  most  extraordinary 
manner,  imputing  to  me  whatever  first  comes  into  your  head. 
AU  I  was  to  prove  from  Eusebius  was,  that  the  texts  there 
cited  were  applied  to  Christ;  '* determining  nothing  of  his 
other  principles,"  as  I  expressly  noted  in  p.  293.  vol.  i.  Yet 
neither  you,  nor  any  man  else,  can  ever  clear  Eusebius  of  the 
charge  of  Polytheism  and  self-contradiction^  if,  notwithstanding 
the  applying  these  texts  to  Christ,  he  did  not  think  him  the  one 
true  God.  And  if  he  had  learned  of  the  Arians  a  novel  way  of 
eluding  an  argument  which  the  Catholics  before  him  knew 
nothing  of,  nor  ever  used  ;  he  is  still  a  witness  of  the  Church'^s 
application  of  those  texts^  (which  is  what  I  cited  him  for,) 
though  it  be  against  his  own  principles.  But  I  am  not  yet 
satisfied  that  Eusebius  differed  in  any  main  doctrine,  except  it 
were  in  the  manner  of  expressing  the  Unity ;  still  believing  the 
essential  divinity  of  God  the  Son.  You  cite  Montfaucon  as 
charging  Eusebius  with  Arianism ;  at  the  same  time  telling  us, 
that  he  erroneously  calls  it  Arianism.  But  if  that  learned  man 
did  not  know  what  Arianism  is,  he  might  more  easily  mistake  in 
determining  of  Eusebius^s  doctrine;  which  is  a  much  more 
intricate  business.  The  truth  is,  that  learned  and  judicious  man 
understood  very  well  what  Arianiim  is,  and  is  guilty  of  no  error 
in  that  respect :  but  as  to  his  judgment  of  Eusebius,  it  is  not  so 
entirely  to  be  depended  on.  After  he  has  given  us  a  sketch  of 
Eusebius's  doctrine,  as  being  Arian^  he  does  not  yet  pretend  to 
reconcile  all  Eusebius's  doctrine  to  that  scheme,  to  make  him,  in 
the  whole,  a  consistent  writer :  but  he  still  seems  to  suspect  that 
he  may  be  found  various  and  repugnant ;  which  zi  last  is  rather 

1  Eiueb.  contr.  Marcell.  lib.  i.  cap.  est  Deus^  Deus  est.    Non  enim  Deus 

2.  p.  6a.  in  diversae  atque  alienee  a  se  naturae 

1°  Tris  dvdpxov  ycvi^o-cttf.  Euseb.  in  habitaculo  est,  sed  in  suo,  atque  ex  se 

Psal.  p.  15.  Atbwp  y4vyrjaiy.    Euseb.  genito  manet,  Deus  in  Deo,  quia  ex 

contr.  Marc.  p.  73.  Deo  Deus  est.    Hilar,  de  Trin.  lib.  v. 

n  Deus  enun  in  eo  est:  ct  in  quo  cap.  40.  p.  851. 
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making  him  a  newtral^  than  clear  for  any  side<*.  Nor  do  I  think 
it  would  be  difficult  to  acquit  Eusebius  of  the  charge  oiArianismy 
at  least  from  the  time  of  the  Nicene  council. 

It  is  plain  enough  that  he  does  not  ordma/rUy  (for  I  must 
except  a  passage  before  cited)  make  Father  and  Son  one  principle^ 
or  (me  God ;  upon  which  chiefly  Montfaucon  founds  his  charge 
of  Arianism.  He  did  not  consider  that  a  man  might  assert  the 
eternity  and  necessary  existence  of  the  Son,  and  yet  throw  the 
supremacy  and  Unity  of  Oodhead  upon  the  Father  alone,  as 
self-existent  and  God  in  a  higher  sense ;  which  others  have  done 
besides  Eusebius ;  though,  I  think,  not  very  judiciously  or  con- 
sistently. Montfaucon  takes  too  much  advantage  of  Eusebius's 
Demonstratio  Evangdica^  or  other  pieces,  wrote  before  the 
Council  of  Nice,  and  contradicted  or  corrected  in  several  points 
afterwards  by  the  same  Eusebius.  I  will  give  two  or  three 
examples.  In  his  Demonstrcttio^  he  makes  the  Son  to  be  briiJnovf>- 
yrffJiM^.  In  his  dispute  with  Marcellus  he  plainly  retracts  and 
contradicts  it^.  In  his  Demonstration,  he  pretends  that  nothing 
can  be  properly  said  to  be  i$  ovk  Svrtav^  without  doubt  to  gratify 
the  Arians,  that  they  might  in  a  certain  sense  deny  the  Son  to 
be  ii  OVK  ovTtav,  But  in  his  piece  against  Marcellus,  he  asserts 
plainly  that  creatures  are  k^  ovk  SvT<av\  meaning  that  they  come 
from  non-existence  into  existence^  (which  is  the  true  signification  of 
the  phrase,)  at  the  same  time  denying  that  the  Son  is  iK  iiii 
SvTo^y  in  the  same  sense  of  the  phrase^.  Wherefore  the  learned 
Montfaucon  does  not  do  justice  to  Eusebius,  when  he  imputes  to 
him  the  opinion  of  the  Arians,  that  the  Son  passed  from  non-ex^ 
istence  to  existence :  for  Eusebius  plainly  denies  the  Son  to  be  ^fc 

0  Quod  si  in  his  Eusebius  secum  dytwryrov,  r^v  tf  cf  oIk  Svrmv  icTwr^ct- 
pugnare  deprehenditur;  id  sane  pro-  <rav,  cva  luvQthv  vAiaravnu.  6  S€  vl6s 
prium  erroris  est,  ut  consistere  non  oix  cV  atrroU,  ovo€  itovoy^v^s  €<rnu, 
valeat,  sibique  ipsi  adversetur.  PraUm,  ovd€  ficV  Kvpios,  ovBi  0€6s,  fuf^  fiip 
in  Euseb.  p.  ao.  eiriKouHovSav  t§  rot)  trarphs  Bf&njn,  rois 

P  TcXciov  reXf/ou  drjfuovpyfjfia,  D«-  fie  \oiiroig  KTUrfiwrh  Koff  h  €i  ovk  6yr»w 

monstr,  lib.  iv.  cap.  a.  vfrcon;,  irapaPaKk6fiMvos.  Ecel,  Theol, 

4  Tov  dc  c(  avTcv  <f>vvTos  viov  oIk  lib.  i.  cap.  lO. 

itp  ^Tjfuovpy6s  \€x^iff'  Euseb.  contr.  "  Thev  that  admit  two  Hypostases^ 

Marc,  p.  68.  "  one  unD^ottenandthe  other  created 

'  MrfK€Ti  €v\&yc»g  ff>dvai  dciy  c£  ovic  "  from  notning,  do  indeed  make  one 

iivrmv  €ivai  r\  rS>v  livrtav.  Euseb,  Dem,  "  Crod;  butintneirscbeme,  the  Son  will 

lib.  iv.  cap.  i.  p.  145.  "  be  no  Son,  nor  onfy-beootten,  no, 

"  EuseD.  contr.  Marcel,  p.  68, 150,  '^  nor  Lord,  nor  Qod:   having  no 

15a,  166.  *'  communion  of  the  Father's  Ck)d- 

^  Ibid.  p.  67,  68,  69,  150.  "  head,  but  being  likened  to  the  rest 

1  shall  here  cite  one  passage,  being  **  of  the  creatores,  as  having  existed 
a  prettv  remarkable  one.  "from  nothing." 

01  dc  dvo  d4$yr6£  vnoirr6«r€if,  rffv  lUv 
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rD6fi;^^iTO9,mtheflame0ensetliatheaffinn8itofcT6atii^  and 
therefore  must  deny  his  passing  out  of  nof^esBisience  to  existence^ 
unless  he  were  the  greatest  prevaricator  and  shuffler  imaginable. 
If  it  be  said  that  he  intended  that  creatures  were  not  made  imt 
of  any  thing  preexisting^  he  must  then  affirm  that  the  Son  was 
cut  of  something  preexisting :  and  then  let  any  man  tell  me  what 
he  could  mean  by  it ;  except  it  were  that  he  existed  before  his 
generation^  having  been  eternally  in  and  with  the  Father ;  of  the 
same  homogeneous  divine  substance  that  the  Father  is.  But 
my  persuasion  is,  that  Eusebius  believed  ^^^rftoZ  generation ;  and 
if  so,  it  is  plain  enough  what  he  meant  by  denying  the  Son  to 
be  Ik  iii\  Svto9.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  Eusebius  denied 
the  Son  to  be  iddios  though  I  know  Montfaucon  charges  him 
with  it ;  and  there  are  more  passages  than  one"  that  say  some- 
thing very  like  it.  Eusebius  was  very  earnest  in  his  charge 
against  Marcellus,  and  was  ready  to  put  any  the  most  invidious 
construction  upon  his  words.  As  often  therefore  as  Marcellus 
had  made  the  Son  idbw^,  Eusebius  construes  it  iiyivvrfroSi  that 
he  might  reduce  him  to  an  absurdity;  and  believing  perhaps 
that  i£bios  and  iyivvrfroSi  upon  Marcellus's  hypothesis,  went 
together  and  resolved  into  one.  In  this  sense  only  I  conceive 
Eusebius  to  have  denied  the  Son  to  be  iihios.  And  if  any  one 
narrowly  examines  the  passages,  he  may  find  good  reason  to 
believe  that  this  is  real  fact. 

It  may  be  questioned  whether  ever  Marcellus  asserted  the 
Son  to  be  iyivvrjros.  But  Eusebius  charged  it  upon  him  as 
a  consequence  of  his  hypothesis;  and  laid  hold  of  iibios  as 
implying  it,  and  meaning  as  much  with  Marcellus,  who  denied 
any  antemtmdane  generation.  But  to  return.  To  shew  me  how 
low  an  opinion  Eusebius  had  of  God  the  Son,  you  quote  part  of 
his  comment  on  Ps.  cix.  (which  I  cannot  find  there,)  intimating 
that  "  by  the  laws  of  nature  the  father  of  every  son  is  his  lord ;" 
and  therefore  God  the  Father  is  Lord  and  God  of  the  Son. 
Admitting  this  rule,  I  suppose  by  the  same  laws  of  nature,  every 
Son  is  of  the  same  nature  with  his  Father,  and  as  such  equal ; 
and  so  let  the  similitude  serve  equally,  if  you  please,  for  both. 
But  since  you  produce  one  testimony,  as  you  say,  from  that  book, 
(from  Eusebius  on  the  Psalms,)  give  me  leave,  in  my  turn, 
to  produce  some  few  of  a  very  contrary  strain  to  what  you 
would  wish. 

u  Euseb.  contr.  Marcell.  p.  35, 106, 1 19. 
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T.  I  Bhall  first  remind  you  of  Eusebius'^s  accounting  for 
Chriefs  praymg^  praying  as  man  for  things  which  himself 
could  bestow^  or  dispose  of  as  GW'.  This  seems  to  run  cross 
to  two  of  your  principles.  One  of  which  is,  that  Christ  being  a 
tuiject  is  to  refer  all  grwnU  entirely  to  his  Sovereign :  the  other 
is,  that  the  speaking  of  Christ  in  ttoo  distinct  capacities,  in  the 
manner  Eusebius  does,  you  would  call  absurd,  (as  in  p.  233.)  as 
if  part  of  Christ  prayed,  and  another  j>ar^  did  not  pray;  which 
is  your  profane  way  of  ridiculing  a  distinction  universally  made 
use  of  by  the  primitive  churches,  and  held  sacred  amongst  them. 

2.  I  must  next  observe  to  you,  that^  according  to  Eusebius, 
Christ  is  Creator  ofaUthmgs^  (6  itavnAv  hjiuovfrybsJ,)  not  only 
so,  but  6  irotT/r^;^  also,  and  he  created  all  things  by  his  own 
potaerK  This  is  a  step  beyond  what  Dr.  Clarke  is  yet  advanced 
to ;  who  often  talks  of  the  Son^s  creating  by  the  power  of  ihe 
Father,  and  interprets  Heb.  i.  3.  *^  the  upholding  aU  things  by 
**  the  Word  of  his  power,""  of  the  Father's  power ;  but  is  not 
yet  come  to  say,  that  it  is  by  the  Son's  own  power.  If  he  does 
not  here  contradict  Eusebius,  he  is  however  vastly  short  of  him ; 
and  has  not  yet  discovered  any  such  honourable  thoughts  of  Grod 
the  Son  as  Eusebius  has  done. 

3.  Eusebius  does  not  scruple  to  give  the  Son  the  title  of  only 
God\  believing  it  to  have  been  him  that  so  called  himself,  in 
opposition  to  strange  Crods^  and  challenging  the  Jevndi  worship  as 
his  own  due  upon  that  very  score.  How  does  this  suit  with  your 
doctrine  about  the  exclusive  terms,  and  the  texts  running 
persmcMy^  /,  thou^  he?  "By  which  doctrines,  upon  Eusebius's 
principles,  you  must  exclude  tYiQ  Father.  I  do  not  therefore  cite 
these  and  the  like  passages  of  Eusebius  to  prove  that  Father 
and  Son  are  oiie  God;  but  to  shew  that  there  is  no  force 
(according  to  him)  in  your  argument  drawn  from  the  personal 
and  exclusive  terms. 

'*■  Acre!  ficpyap  a>r  SyBptarros,  HS<Da'i  318.   Vid.  p.  616. 
Si  TTjv  CLirqa-iv  oas  Qt6s'  €vioKovvTos  ftiy-         ^  A«y6)  Sf  t6  fin  ccdcaXoXarpeiy*  c/i* 

XovcJri   Ka\    awfpyovvros  rov    oiKciov  bi  p.6vov  Qthv  tlbtvai  waptKtkfVirdfiJfP 

fraTp6s.   Euseb.  in  Psal.  p.  53.  Vid.  p.  ols  rn-tXcyet  ryo)  yap  tlfu  icvpios  6 

143,  366,  698.  6€Of  <rov,  irapioras  iavrbv  oCfrc  (tvov, 

7  *0  frdvrmp  bijfuovpyov  6  rov  Qcov  oiht  dKkdrpioVf  oijT€  irp6<r<f>aTov  Svra 

vl6s.  Euseb.  in  Psal.  p.  89.  Vid.  p.  90,  GccJy  ^v  yap  €is  «cal  6  avrbs  6  rov  ecoO 

135,  634.  \6yos,  KOI  6  irakcu  bia<f>6pas  roir  tto- 

'  Tov  Kvpiov  Ka\  a-aynjpos  rifi&v  tbia  Xatois  x/wyfumfwv,  6  d^  Koi  Bco; 'loica)/3 

Tvyxoi^^' oy'f'os  yap  ^v  6  noirjTris  avT&v*  iiriKCKkrjfuvos bidntp    TrapaK€\€V€' 

Euseb,  in  Psal.  p.  030.  rtu  Xeyo^y  'Eya>  yap  €lfu  Kvptos  6  Ocbs 

»  *0  rdbe  Koi  rode  rfj  cavrov  bvvdfKi  cou,  &c.  Euseb.  tn  Psal.  p.  503,  504. 

fAtyaKovpyritraSf  &c.  Euseb.  in  Psal.  p.  Vid.  p.  533. 
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4.  Eusebius,  in  this  same  book,  fully  and  significantly  expresses 
the  immutable  eternity^  of  God  the  Son.  For  applying  the 
words  of  the  92d  (alias  93d)  Psalm,  '^  Thy  throne  is  established 
"  of  old,  thou  art  from  everlasting,"  to  our  Saviour  Christ,  he 
takes  particular  notice  of  the  force  of  thou  art,  oi  cZ^  as  denoting 
immutable  exiitmce ;  agreeably  to  his  explication  of  the  same 
phrase  elsewhere**. 

5.  I  have  above  took  notice  of  Eusebius^s  styling  God  the  Son, 
"  great  Grod  by  nature,**"  which  is  a  very  high  and  strong  expres- 
sion. I  shall  here  further  observe  how  he  interprets  the  name 
of  Ifand  of  God,  given  to  the  Son.  Not  after  a  low  disparaging 
maimer,  as  you  are  used  to  interpret  it,  but  as  Ghidst  is  the  alU 
creative  power  of  God^, 

6.  I  may  add  a  few  more  observations  from  Eusebius's  Com- 
mentary on  Isaiah.  His  comment  on  Isa.  xlii.  8.  is  pretty 
remarkable^ ;  "  I  will  not  give  my  glory  to  another."*"  Where 
he  takes  notice,  that  it  is  not  said,  that  ^'  I  will  give  my  glory 
"  to  no  one,""  (for  the  Son,  says  he,  has  the  Faiker'^s  glory,)  but 
that  it  will  not  be  given  to  another.  Now,  though  Eusebius  here 
comes  not  entirely  into  the  common  and  Catholic  way  of  con- 
struction, yet  he  difiers  very  much  from  you  in  several  parti- 
culars, as  that  the  Faiher'%  glory  is  also  the  SoTh^s  glory,  and  that 
the  exclusive  terms  do  not  affect  God  the  Son.  I  may  also  take 
notice  how  magnificently  Eusebius  sets  forth  the  Son"s  omni- 
presence, both  here?  and  in  his  Comment  upon  the  Psalms^\  in 
words  as  expressive  and  full  as  any  can  be.  Here  also  Eusebius 
keeps  closer  to  the  sense  and  language  of  the  Church,  in  relation 
to  the  one  Godhead^  than  he  has  at  other  times  been  observed  to 
do;  except  in  his  Oration  before  Constantino,  taken  notice  of 
above.  His  words  are' :  "  There  being  but  one  Head,  there  will 
^^  be  no  more  than  one  Godhead^  with  which  is  taken  in  what 

c  OvrcDf  yavy  ^v  eroifios  6  6p6vos  aov,  rav  dvvafus  airrov,  o()\  Mpa  od<ra  rov 

i<l>  tv  <rw  avT^  KofffCetrBcu  6  y€WTia-ag  di  oZ  yryoKC  rh  irapra  rov  Bcov  \6yov, 

ere  irarfip  TropoiecXcvrro.     Ka\  €roifios  Euseb,  in  Psal.  p.  701. 
^v  ajr6  r6T€,  atrh  rov  alc»yog,  cVfl  #cal         '  *E7ri(rnj<r<u  a(u}v  ins  ovk  AprjTai  rffp 

avrbs  mr6  rov  aiS>pos  <rv  tl,  dXX*  ovk  ^s,  do^ap  fiov  ov^evl  da>o-«>'  diiKyvrcu  ykp  6 

ifmahf,  oXX'  cf.  ii6vinf  yhp  avr^,  <tv  €i,  vi6s  rov  Trarp^s  fx**"  ''^^  dcJfav  «c. 

Xcyfo^oi  apfu^rrci.  did  koI  cy  Mpois  Euseb,  Com,  in  Isa.  p.  520. 
elorjTtu'  <rv  dff  6  avr^s  ft,  kcu  rhtrrj  a-ov        ^  Euseb.  Com.  in  Isa.  p.  428. 

OVK  (icXct^ovcTi fjv  fuv  oZv  €Toifios        ^  Euscb.  Com.  in  Psal.  p.  707, 708. 

6  6p6vos  a-ov  dir^  T&r€,  d<f>    o^  drjXai^         ^  '£ya>  6  Bc6r,  koi  ovk  tfari  napi^ 

vaph  T^  irarpi  ^r,  cttcI  leal  avr6s  ceirb  €aov  a^Cav,  fuas  yap  oCotjs  apxqs,  pUa 

rov  aiapog  av  cf.  tirj  hif  rf  0€6rrjs  jj  ovfiirapaXap^avtrm 

**  Vid.  p.  584.  Koi  T)  rov  uovoytvovs  avrov  didkoyia, 

«  Xcip  yap  rov  Oiov,  ^ttoii/tmc^  aTrdy-  Efxseb,  in  Isa,  p.  524. 
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"  concerns  the  divinity  of  his  only-begotten.**^  It  is  much  to  the 
same  purpose  with  what  he  elsewhere  says^,  that  the  Son  is 
parttker  of  the  Father^s  Godhead^  and  is,  as  it  were,  to  be 
reckoned  to  him. 

Upon  the  whole,  you  will  find  Eusebius  much  more  favouring 
my  principles  than  yours ;  though  not  fully  coming  in  to  either : 
and  you  ought  hereafter  either  to  reconcile  such  things  as  I 
have  here  cited  out  of  him,  besides  many  others,  to  your  hj/po- 
thesis^  (which  can  never  be  done,)  or  to  leave  off  boasting  on  that 
head.  It  should  be  considered  that  Eusebius  lived  and  wrote  at 
a  time  when  the  Arian  pretences,  being  mostly  new  and  untried^ 
appeared  therefore  the  more  specious  and  plausible:  and  his 
familiar  acquaintance  and  friendship  with  the  heads  of  the  party 
contributed  to  give  them  the  greater  force  with  him.  They 
received  an  additional  strength  from  the  injudicious  solutions 
which  had  been  offered  by  Marcellus  and  other  weak  defenders 
of  the  Ifomootman  doctrine.  Athanasius,  Hilary,  and  other 
judicious  advocates  of  the  Catholic  faith,  had  not  then  wrote 
their  immortal  pieces,  to  clear  the  doctrine  from  misrepre- 
sentation, to  set  it  in  a  due  light,  and  to  unravel  the  main 
objections  brought  against  it.  No  wonder  if,  in  these  circum- 
stances, Eusebius  might  incline  too  much  towards  the  Arian 
cause,  and  give  too  far  into  it.  Yet,  even  under  these  disad- 
vantages, he  kept  himself  free  from  the  grosser  tenets  of  the 
Arians  ;  and  he  retained  so  much  of  Catholic  principles,  that 
had  he  but  attended  to  the  true  and  certain  consequences  of 
many  of  his  own  positions  in  that  behalf,  he  could  not  have 
failed  of  being  entirely  orthodox  and  Catholic.  He  had  not  so 
clear  a  judgment  as  Athanasius,  Hilary,  Basil,  Gregory  Nazian- 
zen,  and  other  eminent  defenders  of  the  Nicene  faith :  nor  did 
he  live  to  see  how  easily  the  Arian  sophistry  was  defeated  and 
baffled  after  it  had  passed  the  scrutiny  of  such  masterly  hands. 
In  the  mean  while  he  seems  to  have  had  no  consistent  set  of 
principles,  but  a  confused  mixture  of  Catholic  and  Arian  tenets^, 
such  as  could  not  stand  with  each  other  in  true  and  just 
reasoning. 

You  have  certainly  no  right  to  claim  him  as  yours. 

If  you  would  look  among  the  ancients  for  your  scheme,  it 
must  not  be  in  Eusebius,  nor  in  any  Ante-Nicene  Father,  or 
Post-Nicene  ;  but  in  such  Fathers  as  Arius,  Aetius,  Eunomius, 

^  T^F  TOW  iraTp6s  Ot&njros  Koumvht,  &c.   Euseb,  in  Psal  p.  534.  ^  See 

my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  81. 
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or  PhiloBtor^us :  and  yet  you  come  short  even  of  them  in  some 
points;  particularly  in  the  part  you  assign  the  Son  in  the 
creation  of  all  things  by  the  Father's  pwoer ;  (you  do  not  yet  say 
by  his  own^  which  several  of  the  ancient  Arians  would  never 
have  scrupled ;)  and  in  the  account  you  give  of  Ohrist^s  being 
appointed  *'  God  over  all"  after  his  resurrection ;  and  your 
resolving  his  warship  into  the  power  then  given  him :  doctrines 
proper  only  to  a  Samosatenian°*  or  Socinian. 

Having  shewn,  from  Father  to  Father^  down  to  the  Arian 
times,  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  was  supposed  by  them  to  be 
the  Jehovah^  the  AJmiffhty,  the  one  true  God^  God  of  Abraham^ 
Isaac,  and  Jacob,  acknowledged  as  the  one  true  God^  and  wor- 
shipped by  the  patriarchs  as  such  :  having  proved  this  to  have 
been  the  ancient  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  Church,  without  any 
exception ;  unless  of  Novatian,  who  yet  differs  not  from  it  in  the 
main,  but  in  expression  rather ;  not  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Son's 
real  and  essential  divinity :  this  foundation  being  laid,  it  remains 
now  only  to  take  off  some  pretences  you  have  offered  to  in- 
validate the  force  of  the  evidence. 

Your  pretence  is,  that  though  God  the  Son  was  "  God  of 
'*  Abraham,  God  of  Israel,  &C.'*'  yet  he  was  such  only  in  a  '^  sub- 
"  ordinate  sense,"  because  he  was  "  representative**'  of  God  the 
Father,  p.  159.  To  which  I  answer,  that  had  the  ancients 
supposed  him  to  be  styled  God  and  Lardy  purely  in  virtue  of  such 
representation^  there  would  then  be  some  force  in  your  reasoning: 
but  that  they  did  not,  will  appear  most  evidently  from  the 
following  considerations. 

1.  None  of  the  Fathers  ever  put  the  Godhead  of  the  Son  upon 
that  foot ;  they  never  say  nor  insinuate,  that  he  is  Gad  on  the 
account  of  any  such  represenUxtion. 

2,  They  are  so  far  from  doing  it,  that  their  whole  drift  and 
method  of  arguing  supposes  and  implies  the  utmost  contradiction 
to  it.  For  if  the  Son  were  supposed  to  be  God  on  the  score  of 
the  rqpresentationy  then  any  angd  might  be  God  also  on  account 
of  such  representation ;  and  then  it  could  never  be  proved  (in  the 
way  that  the  Fathers  took")  that  there  was  any  Gad  the  San  at 
all ;  but  the  whole  force  of  their  reasoning  would  be  vacated  and 
null.  On  the  contrary,  they  presumed  that  none  could  either 
represent  God^  or  personate  God,  or  use  the  style  of  God,  that  was 
not  really  Gad ;  and  upon  this  presumption  their  whole  reasoning 

«  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  434,  &c.  »  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i. 

p.  397,  398,  536. 
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turns.  If  therefore  they  are  any  where  to  be  understood  of  a 
representcUian^  they  must  mean  a  full  and  adequate  representation, 
such  as  none  could  exhibit  or  sustain,  who  was  not  himself 
every  thing  that  he  represents.  For  as  nothing  but  man  can  fully 
and  adequately  represent  man  ;  so  nothing  but  God  can  perfectly 
and  suitably  represent  God. 

3.  Add  to  this^  the  ancient  Fathers  always  suppose  the  Son 
to  be  God  antecedently  to  the  supposed  representation ;  which  is 
debisive  in  the  case.  They  suppose  him  God  as  being  GknTs  Son^ 
of  the  same  nature  and  substance  with  God.  This  is  what  all 
the  Fathers  expressly^  or  in  words  equivalent,  resolve  the  Son'^s 
divinity  into :  which  consideration  cuts  off  all  your  pretences  at 
once ;  as  I  before  intimated®,  and  you  take  no  notice  of  it. 
The  reason  why  you  did  not  must  be  visible  to  the  meanest 
reader. 

In  proof  of  the  fact,  that  the  Fathers  did  so  resolve  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  (though  it  be  what  no  scholar  can  be  ignorant 
of,)  I  shall,  for  the  sake  of  common  readers,  here  recite  their 
testimonies. 

Justin  Martyr,  in  his  first  Apology,  says  of  God  the  Son, 
"  Who  being  the  Word^  Go^&  firgt-legotten^  is  also  God  P.*"  In 
his  Dialogue  he  often  repeats  the  same  thing.  He  is  ^'  God,  on 
^'  account  of  his  being  his  Son  begotten  before  all  creaturesQ.^ 
In  another  place,  ^^  Had  you  but  understood  what  is  said  by  the 
'^  prophets,  you  could  not  have  denied  him  to  be  God,  being  the 
*'  Son  of  the  only,  the  uncreated,  the  ineffable  God'."** 

To  the  same  purpose  he  elsewhere  styles  him  Ghd ;  inune- 
diately  adding,  "  as  being  Son  of  God*.""  And  Justin  is  known 
to  represent  the  Son  as  begotten  from^  or  out  of  God*,  {kK  ®€ov 
and  i^  iavTov,)  without  abscision  or  divisioJi^^  as  one  fire  from 

o  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  303.  always  to  be  tacitly  understood  to 

P  *0s  Koi  \6yos  irpardroKos  &y  rov  belong  to,  and  to  be  included  in,  the 

ecov,  Koi  Q€6s  virapx^i'  Apol.  i.  p.  133.  aUme  Ood.  And  I  take  this  of  Justin 

Ox.  to  be  nearly  equivalent  to  these  other 

Q  Scot)  be  €K  rod  clvcu  tckvop  vpatrS-  of  Philo  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria. 

TOKov  tS>v  oK<ov  KTia-fJMTOiv.  Just,  Dial,  *Off  rov  aSdiov  X6yos  Av,  €^  dv6yiaj£ 

p.  364.  ical  avrds  eariv   a<f>$apTOs.    PkU,   de 

'  El  v€vorjKaT€  rh  ilprffieva  vir6  rS>v  Conf,  lAng,  p.  336. 

frpo^yyrS>Vt  ovk  hv  i^Tjpveia-Be  avrhv  ehai  "Oirtp  hv  cf  ayevrjrov  #cal  a<f>6dpTov 

Q(6v,  rov  fi6vov,  kqI  dyevrirov,  Koi  up'  yeytvinjrai,  tovto  irmmos  a<f>BapTOP  icai 

prjTov  Q€ov  vl6v.   Dial.  p.  366.  dyevrjTOP,    Cyril.  Thesaur,  p.  34. 

N.  B.  I  read  dyeinjrov  with  single  ■  9e6v  Svra,   vlov  aurov,   p.    170. 

v,for  a  reason  which  will  appear  more  Oebs,  Oeov  vl6s  vrrdpyc^v,  p.  171* 

fuUy  afterward :    and  I  understand  ^  Just.  Dial.  p.  i»^.  Apol.  p.  49. 

fi6vov  in  opposition  to  creatiures  only,  ^  Just.  DiaL  p.  183,  373.  Panen. 
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another,  and  as  being  strictly  and  properly^  (IbCtas  and  KvpUas) 
Son  of  God.  All  which  together  expresses  the  consubgtanticUity^ 
sameness  otnattire^  and  most  entire  and  perfect  {7n%  imaginable. 
Such  is  Justin  Martyr's  account  of  Christ's  dUmnity  /  never 
speaking  of  his  being  appointed  God,  or  being  God  by  I  know 
not  what  representcUim ;  but  of  his  being  Ood  by  partaking  of 
the  one  true  Godhead,  naturally  Son  of  God. 

The  same  account,  but  more  briefly,  we  have  from  Theophilus, 
Bishop  of  Antioch,  a  little  lower  in  the  same  century;  who 
speaks  of  Christ  heing  God^  as  GW«  SmY.  The  same  we  have 
also  from  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  in  a  very  remarkable  passage 
above  cited.  The  same  also  from  Tertullian,  who  says,  ^^  that 
"  which  is  derived  from  God  is  God,  and  Son  of  God,  and  both 
**  one  God^/"  Novatian  speaks  as  plain,  in  these  words ;  "  As 
^'  nature  herself  has  made  it  a  rule  that  he  must  be  accounted 
*^  man,  who  is  of  man :  so  the  same  rule  of  nature  prescribes, 
"  that  he  must  be  accounted  God  who  is  of  God*." 

I  forbear  to  cite  more.  It  is  a  ruled  case  in  antiquity,  that 
Christ  is  God,  (not  by  appointment,  deputation,  representation, 
or  any  thing  of  like  kind,)  but  by  his  Sonship  /  deriving  the 
same  divine  nature  from  the  Father,  as  is  in  the  Father.  Nor 
was  the  name  of  God  ever  thought  by  them  to  denote  an  ojice, 
or  any  relative  character,  but  nattire  and  substa/n^,  as  the  word 
9nan.  It  will  now  be  easy  to  answer  those  little  pleas  and 
exceptions  which  you  have  remaining.  You  have,  in  the  main, 
but  one  argument,  which  you  repeat  over  and  over :  viz.  that 
Christ  cannot  be  supreme  God,  because  he  was  an  am^el,  or 
messenger  of  God  :  which  is  as  much  as  to  say  that  Peter,  for 
instance,  could  not  be  man,  if  sent  by  ma/n.  The  whole  strength 
of  your  argument  lies  in  the  artificial  confusion  of  ideas,  Christ 
could  not  be  svpreme  in  office  while  executing  an  inferior  office, 
that  is  very  certain  :  but  what  has  supremacy  of  office  to  do  with 
the  notion  of  svpreme  God  ?  God  is  a  word  expressing  nature 
and  substance :  he  is  svpreme  God,  or  God  supreme,  that  has  no 
God  of  a  superior  nature  above  him.  Such  is  Christ,  even  while 
he  submits  and  condescends  to  act  ministerially :  and  thus  all 
your  speculations  on  this  head,  arising  only  from  confusion  of 

X  Just.  Apol.  i.  p.  45,  46.  Apol.  ii.  ambo.   TerttUl.  Apol.  cap.  ai. 
p.  13.  ^  Ut  enim  prsescripsit  ipsa  natura 

y  Qths  oZv  tbv  6  \6yos,  «cal  ck  Bcov  hominem  credendum  esse  qui  ex  ko- 

7rt<l>vKw,  &c.    Theoph,  p.  130.  Ox.  mine  sit :  ita  eadem  natura  prsescribit 

^  Quod  de  Deo  profectum  est  Deus  et  Deum  credendum  esse  qui  ex  Deo 

est,  et  Dei  Filius,  et  unus  (suppL  Deus)  sit.  Novat*  cap.  1 1 . 
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ideaSy  drop  at  onoe.  I  submit  Bometimes  to  your  phraseology, 
of  supreme  God,  though  it  be  improper,  and  rather  Pagan  than 
Christian.  Supreme  God  has  generally  a  tacit  reference  to  an 
inferior  God ;  and  so  it  was  used  in  the  Pagan  theology.  But 
Christians,  who  acknowledge  but  ofm  God,  should  never  talk  of  a 
mpreme  God ;  the  more  proper  name  being  rather  the  one  God^ 
the  true  God,  the  God  of  the  universe,  God  supreme,  and  the  like. 
But  you,  to  introduce  your  Polytheism^  are  perpetually  telling  us 
of  the  supreme  God;  and  every  time  you  meet  with  M  vda-i 
@eos,  or  6  0€ds  t&v  8K<av,  you  falsely  and  corruptly  render  it,  the 
stipreme  God,  (instead  of  the  God  of  the  wniverse,)  to  s^rve  your 
hypothesis.  I  do  not  find  that  the  Fathers  were  used  to  style 
Gt>d  the  Father  supreme  God;  except  when  disputing  with 
Pagans,  or  the  like,  they  accommodated  themselves  in  some 
measure  to  their  style,  reserving  to  themselves  the  Christian 
sense.  And  it  is  but  very  rarely  they  use  irp&ros  &€h<:,  or  Deus 
Princeps,  for  the  Father  /  and  when  they  do,  it  is,  as  I  said,  to 
express  the  supreme  Father  in  a  style  not  proper  to  Christian 
principles,  only  in  condescension  to  the  Pagans,  to  be  the  better 
understood. 

To  return.  I  perceive  the  subordination  is  what  you  lay  the  * 
main  stress  upon,  in  order  to  overthrow  the  Church's  doctrine 
of  Christ's  real  divinity.  You  will  now  be  reduced  to  this  single 
maxim,  (which  you  are  sensible  you  can  never  ^row,  but  every 
where  suppose,)  that  the  u/nity  or  equality  which  we  teach,  is  not 
consistent  with  any  distinction  of  order  or  offices.  Whenever 
you  are  disposed  to  try  the  strength  of  your  metaphysics,  that 
point  may  be  debated  with  you.  At  present  you  have  thought 
it  the  wiser  way  only  to  speak  your  wishes^  and  to  deliver  out 
dictates  instead  of  proofs :  a  method  which  may  be  thought 
rather  too  assuming  in  private,  and  withal  yery  fallible  men  ;  to 
expect  that  their  bare  affirmations  should  have  any  weight  against 
the  united  verdict  of  all  the  Christian  churches,  ancient  and 
modern. 

I  shall  take  but  little  notice  of  the  ^'  incidental  errors^  which 
you  are  pleased  to  charge  me  with,  p.  i6o,  &c.  because  the 
reader  will  have  seen,  before  this  time,  that  they  are  imaginary 
only,  founded  upon  your  own  mistakes.  I  may  just  observe 
that,  p.  164,  you  give  a  character,  or  description  of  God  the 
Father,  calling  it,  very  absurdly,  "  the  signification  of  the  word 
"  God,  when  applied  to  the  Father.*"  You  might  as  well  have 
given  a  description,  or  character  of  Adam,  calling  it  the  signifi- 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.ii.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  509 

cation  of  the  word  ma/a^  when  applied  to  Adam.  To  say  what 
the  Father's  Person  is,  is  one  thing :  to  say  what  is  signified  by 
the  name  God^  is  another.  Your  testimonies  none  of  them 
come  up  to  the  point :  which  was  to  shew,  that  unhegotten^  or 
that  particular  mawner  of  existing^  is  necessarily  included  in  the 
signification  of  the  word  God,  There  is  nothing  more  under 
this  Quer)%  but  what  1  have  before  sufficiently  answered  or 
obviated.  But  since  this  Query  has  been  drawn  out  into  a  very 
great  length,  so  as  almost  to  take  in  the  whole  of  the  contro- 
versy ;  it  may  be  for  the  ease  and  conveniency  of  the  reader^  to 
subjoin  a  brief  recapitulation,  or  summary  of  what  has  been 
done  in  it. 

It  has  been  shewn,  first,  from  Scripture^  that  Ood  the  Son  is 
not  excluded  by  such  texts  as  speak  of  the  Unity ;  not  excluded 
from  being  6W,  and  one  God  with  the  Father.  The  texts  that 
prove  this  have  been  explained  and  vindicated ;  and  the  pre- 
tended contrary  evidence  from  /Scripture  has  been  shewn  to  be 
null,  and  of  no  account. 

It  has  been  further  proved,  that  the  ancients  in  general  teach 
the  same  thing,  by  understanding  the  exclusive  texts  to  affect 
idols  only,  or  other  Gods ;  by  declaring  against  admitting  any 
other  God  besides  God  the  Father,  yet  admitting  God  the  Son  ; 
by  their  asserting  Father  and  Son  together  to  he  one  God,  or 
the  ofie  God :  and,  lastly,  by  their  behoving  God  the  Son  to  have 
been  that  very  Person,  who  declared  himself  God  of  Israel,  God 
of  Abraham,  &c.  besides  whom  the  Jews  were  to  have  no  God ; 
declaring  this  of  himself,  in  his  own  proper  Person ^  (not  excluding 
the  Father  or  Holy  Ghost,  one  with  him,)  as  being  reaUy  God^ 
because  Son  of  God^  of  the  same  divine  nature  and  substance  with 
God  the  Father.  These  things  have  been  proved  to  have  been 
unanimously  taught  by  the  ancients;  saving  only  some  little 
difference  in  Novatian,  a  schismatic  at  that  time,  and  of  no  con« 
siderable  authority,  (though  he  also  agrees  in  the  main  doctrine 
of  the  Son'^s  essential  divinity ;)  allowing  also  for  some  dissent  in 
Eusebius,  (a  late  writer,  and  a  familiar  acquaintance  of  the 
leading  Arians,)  in  which  he  is  not  consistent  with  himself,  or 
with  the  Creed  which  he  subscribed,  or  with  his  pubUc  speeches 
and  debates. 

Upon  the  whole,  one  can  scarce  desire  fuller  or  better  evidence 
of  what  I  advanced  in  this  Query  than  has  been  produced  for 
it.  And,  as  I  formerly  told  you,  so  I  again  repeat  it^  (though 
perhaps  you  may  be  the  last  to  believe,)  that  "  the  Fathers 
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^'  stand  pointed  against  you,  and  you  are  certain  to  expose 
"  your  cause  as  oft^n  as  you  hope  for  any  relief  or  succour 
"  from  them.**^  Which  shall  be  yet  more  fully  evidenced  in  the 
sequel. 

Query  III. 

Whether  the  word  (God)  in  Scripture  can  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
carry  an  ambiguous  meaning,  or  to  be  used  in  a  different  sense, 
when  appHed  to  the  Father  and  Son,  in  the  same  Scripture,  and  even 
in  the  same  verse  ?  See  John  i.  i. 

YOUR  new  answer  to  this  Query  is,  that  the  word  God^ 
when  applied  to  the  Father,  ^'  denotes  him  who  alone  has  all 
"  perfections,  &c.  in  and  of  himself,  original,  underived,  Ac.""  but 
when  applied  to  the  Son,  it  denotes  one  who  has  not  his  per- 
fections of  himself,  but  derived,  &c.  and  so  the  word  God  iauaed 
in  different  senses,  supreme  and  subordinate.  You  might  as  well 
say  that  the  word  man^  when  applied  to  Adam,  denotes  the 
person  of  Adam,  who  was  unhegotten ;  but  when  applied  to  Seth, 
it  denotes  the  person  of  Seth,  who  was  begotten ;  and  therefore 
the  word  man  does  not  signify  the  same  thing,  or  carry  the 
same  idea  in  both  cases,  but  is  used  in  different  senses.  What 
I  assert  is,  that  the  word  God  signifies  or  denotes  absolute 
perfection,  whether  applied  to  Father  or  Son ;  and  is  therefore 
applied  in  the  same  sense  to  both.  He  that  is  possessed  of 
all  perfection  (whether  originally  or  derivatively)  is  God ;  aU  that 
God  is,  God  in  the  highest  and  fullest  sense  of  the  word 
God.  You  are  to  shew  that  tmoriginateness^  or  paternity,  is  con- 
tained in  the  idea  or  definition  of  God ;  or  that  the  word  God 
necessarily  implies  it.  By  your  account,  the  word  Gody  in  one 
sense,  signifies  as  much  as  God  and  Father  together.  You 
have  no  ground  for  this  fancy,  either  in  Scripture  or  antiquity. 
The  truth  is,  God  denotes  all  perfection,  and  Father  denotes 
a  relation  of  order,  and  a  particular  manner  of  existing:  all 
which  you  confusedly  blend  together,  as  if  signified  by  the  one 
word  God.  Hitherto  then  you  have  brought  no  proof  of  two 
different  senses  of  the  word  God,  when  applied  to  Father  and 
Son. 

I  must  observe,  that  here  appears  to  be  a  very  great  change, 
a  very  material  alteration  in  your  scheme  since  your  writing 
before.  God  was  then  a  mere  relative,  a  word  of  office,  and 
always  so,  in  Scripture :  so  the  learned  Doctor  had  told  us*>,  and 

*>  See  Clarke's  Script.  Doctrine,  p.  296.  edit.  ist.    Reply,  p.  119,  390. 
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that  it  was  never  intended  to  express  metaphysical  attributes. 
But  now  it  is  to  signify  all  perfections^  original^  underived^  (by 
which  you  mean  necessary  existence,  as  you  elsewhere  explain  it.) 
So  that  you  now  come  into  my  notion  of  the  tnie  SLnd  proper  sense 
of  the  word  God ;  excepting  that  you  confound  unoriginateness 
with  necessary  eadstence^  which  I  keep  distinct :  and  as  I  take  the 
necessary  existence  into  the  definition  of  God,  I  as  constantly 
throw  out  unbegotten^  as  having  nothing  to  do  in  it.  What  kind 
of  a  divinity  you  have  left  to  God  the  Son,  you  may  do  well  to 
consider ;  having  excluded  him  from  the  one  necessarily  existing 
Godhead,  and  from  being  God  in  the  most  usual  and  scriptural 
sense  of  the  word ;  which  you  had  some  pretence  to  before, 
while  you  supposed  the  word  Ood  a  mere  relative,  whether 
applied  to  Father  or  Sm. 

Our  dispute  about  dominion  is  now  at  an  end  ;  though  it  before 
made  a  great  part  of  this  Query.  I  allow  that  the  phrase, 
our  Gody  expresses  some  relation  of  God  to  us,  as  well  as  what 
he  is  absolutely  in  himself,  I  admitted  as  much  before  ° ;  so  that 
you  need  not  now  have  mentioned  it  as  any  discovery. 

You  do  not  tell  me  in  what  sense  you  make  Christ  God,  after 
you  have  struck  him  out  of  that  sense  which  occurs  ordinarily  in 
Scripture,  and  which  is  indeed  the  only  true  and  proper  sense  of 
the  word ;  all  the  rest  being  loose  and  figurative  only,  as  I 
shewed  at  large  f'.  Instead  of  answering  difficulties,  which  was 
the  part  you  undertook,  you  turn  objector ;  thereby  to  hide  and 
cover,  if  possible,  the  many  flaws  in  your  scheme. 

Why  do  you  not  tell  me  plainly  in  what  sense  the  Son 
is  Crod,  that  I  may  argue  the  point  with  you,  and  do  justice 
to  the  common  readers,  who  want  to  be  satisfied  in  so  important 
a  question  ? 

You  object  to  me  thus :  "  If  none  can  properly  be  styled  God, 
"  who  has  not  all  perfections,  how  come  you  to  leave  out  the 
^'  principal  of  the  essential  perfections  of  the  first  Cause  and 
"  Author  of  all  things  T  p.  173. 

To  which  I  answer,  that  I  leave  out  no  perfections  at  all.  I 
suppose  the  Son,  with  the  Father,  to  be  the  one  Cause  and  Author 
of  all  creatures ;  and  there  is  no  need  of  saying  first  where  there 
is  never  a  second.  At  the  same  time,  I  suppose  the  Father 
to  be  Father  o{  his  Son ;  which  expresses  a  relation  of  order^  and 
mode  of  existence ;  not  any  difference  in  any  essential  perfection, 

c  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  306.  **  Ibid.  p.  304,  &c. 
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Neither  is  there  any  greater  perfection  in  being  a  Father^  in  this 
case,  than  in  being  a  Son ;  but  both  are  equally  perfect^  equally 
necessary  in  respect  of  existence ;  all  things  common  but  the 
personal  characters :  and  self-existence^  as  distinct  from  necessary 
existence^  is  expressive  only  of  the  order  and  manner  in  which  the 
perfections  are  in  the  Father,  not  of  any  distinct  perfection. 
With  this  answer  the  Catholic  Fathers  baffled  the  Arians  and 
Eunomians,  objecting  in  the  same  way  you  now  do  :  and  as  you 
might  have  known  this,  it  might  have  been  more  for  your  credit 
to  have  shewn  the  answer  to  be  insufficient,  than  barely  to 
repeat  a  stale  objection.  You  have  little  else  but  repetition  in 
pages  174,  175.  One  argument,  in  a  manner,  is  to  serve  quite 
through  your  book.  The  Son  cannot  be  supreme  God ;  no,  he 
cannot,  because  he  is  a  Son,  because  he  is  subordinate^  because 
he  has  acted,  or  still  acts  ministerially.  Bepeat  this  ever  so 
often,  it  proves  nothing  but  a  distinction  of  Persons,  order^  and 
offices ;  no  difference  of  natiire,  or  perfections,  or  Godhead.  And 
what  has  the  question  about  supreme  OodAead,  relating  to  natnre 
and  substance,  (as  God  is  a  word  denoting  substance^  and  he  is 
God  supreme  that  knows  no  nature  superior  to  his  own,)  to  do 
with  order  or  offices  f  The  Son  is  God  supreme  for  that  very 
reason,  because  he  is  a  Son,  of  the  same  nature  and  the  same 
divine  perfections  with  the  Father.  But  you  say,  the  word 
"  nattbre  is  of  very  uncertain,  various  signification :"  and  you 
return  me  the  same  loose  answer  which  Dr.  Clarke  gave  to  Mr. 
Nelson^,  which  I  sufficiently  exposed  in  my  Defence  f.  The 
plain  fact  is,  that  you  are  pinched,  and  you  see  where,  and  have 
nothing  to  retreat  to  but  insignificant  words. 

What  is  there  in  the  words  equality  of  nature,  more  than 
what  every  peasant  or  child  may  understand !  Man  is  in  nature 
equal  to  man ;  angel  to  angel ;  any  individual  to  another  of  the 
same  kind :  a  very  little  metaphysics  may  suffice  in  so  plain  a 
thing.  This  then  is  what  I  assert,  that  a  supremacy  of  order  or 
of  office  is  consistent  with  equality  of  nature  ;  and  if  the  Son  be 
in  nature  equal  to  the  Father,  he  is  also  equal  in  Godhead, 
which  is  a  word  expressing  nature ;  and  if  equal  in  Godhead, 
equally  God  supreme.  Q.  E.  D.  This  I  took  to  be  sound  and  true 
reasoning  before :  and  you  have  been  pleased  to  confirm  it  by 
your  tacit  confession':  while  you  avoid  replying  to  it. 

To  prove  that  Christ  is  God  in  the  same  sense  as  the  Father 

«  Clarke's  Reply,  p.  17.  '  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  448. 
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is,  I  appealed  to  his  name  Jehomh ;  as  I  have  also  elsewhere^, 
more  at  large.  To  this  you  have  little  to  answer,  besides  what 
I  have  abundantly  replied  to  above^  about  Christ's  being  a  mes- 
senger and  r^esemtative^  &c. 

As  to  what  yo\k  add  of  inferior  angels  speaking  in  the  style  of 
iheUr  principah ;  you  will  consider,  that  it  is  a  notion  directly 
opposite  to  all  the  andenta;  whose  general  argument  for  the 
(Umnity  of  God  the  Son,  drawn  from  the  appearances  under  the 
Old  Testament,  would  be  entirely  eluded  and  frustrated  by  it : 
'neither  could  they  have  proved,  in  that  way,  the  existence  of 
God  the  Son,  but  upon  a  supposition  directly  contrary  to  you. 
This  therefore  is  one  great  prejudice  against  your  notion,  and 
such  as  ought  to  have  weight  with  you,  while  you  make  your 
boasts  of  onHquitt/,  Besides,  I  thou^t  you  had  before  allowed 
that  God  the  Son  was  Jehovcih,  God,  Lord,  &c.  in  his  own  Per^m^ 
though  in  a  subordinate  sense :  and  I  think  you  then  gave 
me  a  rebuke,  p.  159.  for  supposing  the  contrary.  Are  you  now 
altered  of  a  sudden,  and  become  another  man !  But  be  it  so,  this 
new  answer  will  serve  no  better  than  the  former :  for  as  to  any 
pretended  instance  you  can  bring  from  the  Old  Testament,  it  will 
be  answered,  that  the  angel  was  the  Logos,  for  that  very  reason, 
because  he  used  the  style  of  God;  as  it  was  customary  for  him 
to  do.  And  as  to  your  instance  firom  Bev.  xi.  i,  3. 1  own  it  so  runs 
in  the  EngHsh ;  but  a  scholar  should  have  looked  into  the  Greek, 
where  he  will  not  find  it.     This  you  had  notice  of  long  ago^. 

Your  example  given  of  the  Boman  fe<Aal%s  is  as  little  to  your 
purpose  as  the  other.  For  in  the  words.  Ego  popviusque  Boma- 
ntbs,  I  and  the  Soman  people ;  I  does  not  denote  the  senate,  as 
you  imagine,  but  the  fedalis,  the  herald  himself  coming  in  the 
name  of  the  Boman  people,  considered  in  their  large  collective 
sense,  comprehending  all  the  Bomans,  senate  and  people.  And 
so  you  find,  in  Bosinus,  the  herald  saying,  JEgo  sum  jmbUcus 
nuncifis  popuK  Somani :  not,  Ego  sum  poptJm  Bonumus,  or,  Ego 
sum  senatus ;  as  your  supposition  would  require.  However,  I  do 
not  pretend  that  no  instance  can  be  given  of  such  a  thing  as  a 
proioy,  in  any  case  whatever.  But  that  God  should  thus  permit 
a  creatusre  to  be  his  proxy,  (as  man  may  permit  man,)  appears 
by  no  means  proper  or  congruous,  because  of  the  imfiaite  dA^arity ; 
and  because  of  the  inevitable 'danger  it  would  bring  men  into,  of 
mistaking  the  creature  for  the  Creator,  and  misplacing  their  wor- 

«  Sermons,  voL  ii.  p.  44,  &c.  ^  True  Script.  Doctr.  continued,  p.  194. 
See  also  Mr.  Wade,  p.  33. 
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fihip,  which  would  be  idolatry.  You  proceed  (p.  178.)  to  weaken 
the  force  of  what  I  had  said  in  relation  to  the  fkims  or  appellation 
of  Jehovah, 

Our  dispute  is  in  a  great  measure  superseded,  since  you  no 
longer  insist  upon  the  relative  meamng  of  the  word  God;  against 
which  I  was  then  arguing. 

It  is  very  indifferent  to  me  whether  Jehovah  be  ever  an  appel- 
lative, (as  Bishop  >  Pearson  thinks,)  or  always  a  proper  name^  as 
others^  teach  ;  provided  only  that  it  be  looked  upon  as  a  name 
expressive  of  an  intrinsic  perfection,  and  not  of  an  otUtcard  relation, 
like  kinffy  governor,  &c. 

And  that  it  is  expressive  of  necessary  existence,  the  best  critics, 
ancient  and  modem,  agree.  I  had  said  (vol.  i.  p.  310.  of  my 
Defence)  that  its  primary  signification  is  Being ;  to  which  you 
answer  very  strangely,  that  '^  the  name  Jehovah  signifies  neither 
"  primarily,  nor  at  all.  Substance,  or  Being,  but  Person."  This 
is  little  more  than  equivocating  upon  the  word  signify  /  which 
is  low  employment.  Let  it  denote  a  Person,  which  is  what  you 
mean  by  signify,  (for  I  hope  you  do  not  intend  to  say  that  the 
word  Person  is  the  English  for  the  Hebrew  Jehovah,)  still  it  sig- 
nifies the  nature  of  that  Person  to  whom  the  name  is  given,  to 
be  existing,  in  the  emphatical  sense,  or  necessarily  existing :  and 
if  it  be  applied  to  more  Persons  than  one,  it  still  signifies  the 
same  also.  You  are  faUen  into  such  a  road  of  talking,  without 
any  distinct  meaning,  that  I  am  sometimes  at  a  loss  to  know 
what  it  is  you  would  say.  Jehovah,  you  observe,  does  not  signify 
substance,  but  the  **  Person,  whose  the  substance  is.""  I  beseech 
you,  what  is  Person  but  sfubstance  ?  Is  it  intelligent,  agent  nothing  f 
Person,  as  I  take  it,  is  intelligent,  acting  suhstcmce ;  (though 
that  is  not  a  full  definition  ;)  and  so  the  sense  of  what  you  have 
said  amounts  to  this ;  that  Jehovah  does  not  signify  suistance, 
but  the  intelligent  acting  substance,  whose  that  substance  is. 
Readers  will  be  much  edified  by  these  very  curious  and  deep 
remarks.  The  truth  may  be  said  at  once,  in  a  very  few  words, 
that  the  name  Jehovah  denotes  the  necessary  existence  of  as  many 
Persons  as  it  is  applied  to ;  and  being  applied  to  Christ,  it  is  a 
proof  that  he  is  necessarily  existing  as  well  as  the  Father,  and 
one  Jehovah  with  him  ;  since  Jehovah  is  one^.  You  say.  Father 
and  Son  being  two  agents  will  be  two  Jehovahs :  but  that,  you  will 
remember,  is  begging  the  question.     The  Father  is  intelligent 

^  Poarson  on  the  Creed,  p.  150.  ed.  10.  ^  Brocklesby's  Gospel  Thdism, 
P'  347*    *  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  u.  p.  140. 
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substance,  and  the  Son  intelligent  substance ;  and  both  one  sub- 
stance^  one  Jehovah^  one  God.  You  add,  (p.  1 80.)  "  being  con- 
"  substantial  with  Jehovah  will  no  more  make  another  Person 
"  to  be  the  same  Jehovah,  than  being  consubstantial  with  the 
"  Father  will  make  him  the  same  Father.'*'*  For  want  of  argu- 
fiients^  I  am  forced  to  take  your  sayings^  where  there  is  no  argu- 
ment. I  never  put  the  Unity  upon  comubitawiicUity alone^  :  one 
man  is  consuhstanHal  to  another,  and  yet  they  are  not  one  mem, 
nor  on^  subgta/nce.  But  if  the  Son  be  not  only  consubstantial^  but 
also  one  stibsiance  with  the  Father,  (styled  Jehovah^)  as  proceed- 
ing from  him,  and  inseparably  contained  in  him  ;  then  he  is  also 
one  Jehovah  with  him.  You  have  a  further  pretence,  that  if  the 
Son  be  Jehovah^  or  6  &v,  he  will  be  "  unbegotten,  unoriginate, 
"  &C.'*  But  your  reasoning  is  lame ;  because  you  have  not 
proved  that  6  ibu  either  signifies  unbegotten,  or  ever  necessarily 
impUes  it.  The  Father  indeed  is  6  &x;,  and  is  tmbegotten ;  but 
not  6  &v,  because  wnhegotten^  but  because  nscessarily  existing. 

Page  181,  you  come  to  inform  the  reader  what  it  is  1  mean 
by  the  Son*s  being  supreme  God :  it  is,  you  say,  supreme  in  the 
strict  sense ;  God  in  the  same  sense,  and  in  as  high  a  sense  as 
the  Father  himself;  and  jet^  strange  contradiction !  "  referring  all 
"  to  the  Father  as  Father,  Head,  Fountain,  &c.'*  Now  here  is 
no  contradiction  at  all,  but  what  you  have  made  to  yourself, 
through  your  confusion  of  thought,  and  your  want  of  distinct  per- 
ception. For  when  I  apply  svpreme  to  the  word  Oody  I  mean 
as  I  ought  to  mean,  that  the  Son  is  God  supreme^  (knowing  no 
superior  Gody  no  divine  nature  greater,  higher,  or  more  excel- 
lent than  his  own,)  not  that  he  is  the  supreme  Father:  who, 
though  superior  in  order^  is  not  therefore  of  superior  Godhead; 
for  a  supremacy  of  order  is  one  thing,  a  supremacy  of  nature  or 
Godheadj  another.  These  are  plain  things  to  all  that  have  ever 
dipped  in  this  controversy. 

But  you  come  a  little  closer  up  to  me  in  your  following  words, 
which  will  indeed  deserve  notice ;  because  it  is  running  your 
argument  up  as  far  as  it  can  possibly  be  carried.  You  say,  that 
upon  my  principles  "  there  is  no  impossibility  but  the  Father 
"  (if  the  economy  had  been  so  laid)  might  as  well  have  exercised 
"  the  authority  of  the  Son,  executed  his  orders,  &c.''^  nay,  and 
"  have  been  begotten  also  of  the  Son,  and  from  him  have  re- 
"  ceived  his  being.'"     But  do  not  blend  things  together  which 


n»  See  my  Defence,  vol.  L  p.  543,  544. 
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ought  to  be  kept  distinct ;  and  then  we  shall  see  clearly  into  this 
matter,  so  far  as  is  needful. 

If  you  ask,  why  that  Person  called  the  Son  might  not  have 
been  Father ;  I  have  nothing  to  say,  but  tiiat  in  fact  he  is  not : 
so  it  is  toritteny  and  so  we  beKeve.  The  Father  is  Father^  and  the 
Son  is  San  y  and  because  of  this  relation  of  Father  and  Stm^  there 
is  a  natural  priority  of  onfor,  (I  say,  naturaly  not  eamomical^)  by 
which  the  Son  is  referred  up  to  the  Father  as  his  Heady  and  not 
vice  versa. 

As  to  the  Son^s  acting  a  ministerial  part,  that  indeed  is  purely 
economical ;  and  there  was  no  impossMKtyy  in  the  nature  of  the 
things  but  the  Father  himself  might  have  done  the  same :  but  it 
was  more  congruous  that  he  who  ia  first  in  order  should  be  first 
in  office  too :  and  had  it  been  otherwise,  it  would  have  been 
inverting  the  order  of  the  Persons ;  which,  I  think,  is  reason 
sufficient  against  it.  To  which  purpose  Bp.  Pearson  very  justly 
observes :  ^^  Upon  this  preeminence,  (of  the  Father,)  as  I  con- 
"  ceive,  may  safely  be  grounded  the  congruity  of  the  divine 
^'  mission.  We  often  read  that  Christ  was  sent^  from  whence  he 
*'  bears  the  name  of  an  apostle  himself,  as  well  as  those  whom 
"  he  therefore  named  so ;  because  as  the  Father  sent  him,  so  sent 
^^  he  them.  The  Holy  Ghost  is  also  said  to  be  sent^  sometimes 
"  by  the  Father,  sometimes  by  the  Son :  but  we  never  read  that 
"  the  Father  was  serU  at  all ;  there  being  an  authority  in  that  name 
"  which  seems  inconsistent  with  this  mission\^  All  this  is  very 
right  in  the  Bishop'^s  sense  of  authority ;  not  in  yours,  as  sig- 
nifying power  and  dominion  over  a  subject;  which  is  neither 
excellent  nor  true  divinity,  but  false  and  blasphemous. 

You  proceed  to  consider  my  argument  for  one  and  the  same 
strict  sense  of  the  word  God,  drawn  from  John  i.  i.  which  argu- 
ment the  reader  may  see  briefly  summed  up  in  my  first  Sermon, 
vol.  ii.  p.  45. 

I  argued,  as  is  usual^,  from  the  word  Ood  occurring  twice  in 
the  same  verse,  without  the  least  hint  of  any  different  sense.  You 
pretend,  on  the  contrary,  that  "  for  that  very  reason  it  must 

»  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  p.  36.  Deam^  et  Deus  erat  Verbwn.    Nam 

®  Si evangelista  Deum   alium  <jui8  non  voci  Deus  conjunctim  repe- 

majorem  et   supremum   hie   indicat,  titae  eandem  utrobiqne  significationein 

alium veromtnoTtfmetlonffetiue^ualem^*  statim  aptaverit  ?  Quia  eandem  vocem^ 

incogitanter  admodum  Johannes,  ut  bis  eodem  loco  enuntiatam  tam  dispa- 

ait  plenmique  Athanasius,  res  adeo  rofasignificareputaverit?  Jfoii^atccon, 

di^aratas,  sine  uUa  distmctione,  uno  Pralim.  Dissert,  in  Euseb.  Comment, 

eoaemque  vocabulo  utramque  coptdans,  in  Psakn.  p.  a  i . 
significavit :  et  Verbim,  ait,  erat  apud 
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^'  bear  a  difibrent  senae,  beoause  it  is  used  in  the  very  same 
"  sentence  by  way  of  contradistinction/'  p.  1 83.  By  what  kind  of 
loffic  you  draw  this  strange  inference,  I  see  not.  Suppose  it  were 
said,  Seth  was  with  the  man^  (i.  e.  Adam,)  and  Seth  was  man ; 
doth  it  follow  that  the  word  man  carries  two  senses  ?  or  God  the 
Father  was  with  the  S^rU^  (meaning  the  Holy  Ghasty)  and  the 
Father  toas  Spirit ;  does  it  follow  that  the  word  S^rit  bears 
two  senses!  Would  it  not  be  rather  manifest  in  both  cases,  that 
the  words  so  repeated,  and  so  near  one  another,  are  interpreta- 
tive of  each  other  ?  "  The  Sony'"  you  say,  "  is  styled  God  the 
•*  Wordy  or  Meseenger  ;^  which  is  more  than  you  know.  See  my 
Sermons  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  name  Word?.  But  suppose 
him  so  styled  by  way  of  prolepm^  (being  here  considered  ante- 
cedently to  the  creation,)  as  one  that  was  to  be  sent  to  create 
the  world,  and  to  reveal  the  Father  to  mankind ;  how  is  this  at 
all  repugnant  to  the  doctrine  of  his  being  the  (me  God  mpreme  f 
I  have  so  often  answered  this  pretence,  that  I  am  afraid  of  nau- 
seating the  reader  with  repetition.  You  say,  '^  he  is  distinguished 
^'  from  him  who  of  his  own  original  supreme  authority  sends  the 
"  message.'^  Very  true  ;  he  is  distinguished  from  the  Person  of 
the  Father,  who  has  his  authority /row  none:  and  yet  the  Son 
having  the  same  supreme  auth&rity  (if  you  mean  power  and 
dominion) /rom  the  Father,  is  one  Ood  snpreme  with  him.  He  is 
distinguished,  you  say,  frt>m  the  ^^  first  Cause,  of  whom  are  all 
^^  things,^  because  ^'  tiirough  him^  are  all  things.  He  is  distin- 
guished in  Person,  and  in  the  m^amner,  or  order  of  operating ;  but 
not  as  one  cause  from  another  eause :  for  as  all  things  are  of  one, 
and  hf  the  other,  both  together  are  one  Came  of  aU  things  4 ; 
their  operations  undivided,  their  nature,  power,  perfections,  and 
glory  one. 

I  had  argued,  that  the  Son  was  God  before  the  creation.  You 
say  (p.  183.)  this  infers  not  supremacy.  Yes  it  does:  he  was 
before  aU  creatures,  therefore  no  creature,  therefore  no  precarious 
being,  therefore  necessarily  existing,  therefore  equal  in  nature  and 
Godhead  with  the  Father;  therefore  God  supreme  as  well  as  the 
Father.  The  link  is  never  the  worse  for  its  length,  if  it  be  but 
well  connected. 

I  had  said,  that  the  Son  could  not  be  called  God,  in  the  sense 
of  dominion,  John  i.  i.  because  he  is  there  considered  ante- 
cedently to  the  creation,  and  before  any  dominion  commenced. 

'  Sermon  i.  voL  ii.  p.  31,  &c.  <i  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  54,  &c. 
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TluB,  I  think,  is  self-evident.  But  you  have  a  mind  to  dispute 
the  point.  Your  argument  is,  that  God  was  merci/kl,  good^  and 
just,  before  the  creation,  therefore  also  he  was  pos$e$8ed  of 
dominion,  p.  183,  184. 

That  is  to  say,  he  was  disposed  to  acts  o{  goodness^  mercy^  and 
justice,  and  likewise  to  ha/ce  dominion  in  his  own  appointed 
time ;  therefore  he  had  dominion  before  he  had  it.  Does  not 
every  body  know,  that  dominus  and  servus^  master  and  servant^ 
are  relatives^  as  much  as  father  and  son^  husband  and  m/e,,  and 
always  suppose  and  imply  each  other,  commence  and  fall  to- 
gether! TertuUian  therefore  was  very  right  and  accurate  in  his 
distinction  about  God  and  Lord^ ;  that  the  Father  was  always 
God^  God  denoting  nature^  suhsta/nce^  and  p^fectums ;  but  became 
Lord  in  time,  as  soon  as  the  creation  commenced  ;  Lord  express- 
ing his  relation  to  his  creatures.     To  proceed  : 

I  had  argued  for  Ghrisf's  real  and  supreme  divinity,  from  his 
part  in  the  creation^  according  to  John  i.  Here  you  have  only 
the  same  thing  over  again,  about  the  distinction  of  of  whom  and 
hf  whom  y  which  is  nothing  to  the  purpose. 

I  allow,  that  the  Father  is  primarily  Creator,  and  Son 
secondarily^  or  snltordinately ;  and  both  one  Creator.  There  is  a 
difference  of  order^  or  manner^  which  yet  makes  no  difference  of 
power  or  Godhead:  so  that  this  is  mere  trifling,  unless  you  could 
prove  that  the  Unity  of  Godhead  is  not  consistent  with  the  dis- 
tinction of  Persons f  order ^  or  offixies  ;  which  you  have  not  done. 
I  dispute  not  whether  dtct  may  express  the  primary  efficient 
cause ;  it  expresses  as  much  efficiency  as  xmh  or  ^k,  which  is  all  I 
am  concerned  for :  and  as  to  the  different  order  or  manner  of 
the  two  Persons  concurring  in  the  same  thing,  it  neither  makes 
them  ttoo  Causes^  nor  tfjoo  Creators^  nor  two  Gods ;  nor  is  it  any 
argument  against  the  Son^s  being  Cause^  Crealor,  or  6W,  in  the 
same  high  and  full  sense  of  those  words  as  the  Father. 

You  have  something  to  say  to  two  instances  given,  (Bom.  xi. 
36.  Heb.  ii.  10.)  where  huh  is  applied  to  the  Father.  You 
interpret  the  texts  of  his  providenticU  care :  not  that  things  are 
created,  but  preserved,  through  him.     Allowing  you  this  construo- 

r  Dei  nomen  dicimus  semper  fuisse  cum  suo  nomine,  quod  est  Deus : 

apud  semetipsum  et  in  semetipso.  Do-  postea  Dominus,  acceaentis  scilicet  rei 

minum  vera  non  semper.      Diversa  mentio.    Nam  ex  quo  esse  coepenmt 

enim  utriusque  conditio.    Deus  sub-  in  quae  potestas  Domini  ageret,  ex  iUo, 

stantiae  ipsius  nomen,  id  est,  divinitatis ;  per  accessionem  potestatis,  et  foetus  et 

Dominus  vero  non  substantiae,  sed  dictus  est  Domtnus.    TertuU.  contr, 

potestatis :  substantiam  semper  fiiisse  Hermoff,  cap.  3. 
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tion,  (which  is  perfectly  precarious,)  yet  you  have  only  seemed 
to  say  something,  as  usual^  when,  upon  the  matter,  you  have 
really  said  nothing.  For  if  bih  may  be  applied  even  to  the 
Father,  who,  with  you,  is  the  original  efficient  Cause  of  the  pre- 
servatwn  of  all  things,  and  whose  is  the  original  governing 
Providence,  (a  work  and  business  not  less  considerable  than  the 
work  of  creation ;)  what  can  you  infer  merely  from  bih  being 
applied  to  God  the  Son  i  He  might,  notwithstanding  what  you 
have  here  said,  be  efficient^  and  even  originally  too,  either  in 
creaiion  or  conservation ;  for  they  are  neaj:  akin  to  each  other : 
and  so  conservation  has  been  sometimes  styled  continued  creation^ 
being  a  continuance  of  the  same  power.  Might  you  not  there- 
fore have  been  content  with  my  granting  you  more  than  you  can 
fairly  prove  from  the  bare  force  of  bth^  instead  of  labouring  a 
needless  point;  where,  at  last,  you  can  make  nothing  out! 
I  have  allowed  you  (which  I  may  now  call  a  courtesy)  a  priority 
of  order :  make  your  advantage  of  it.  You  say  it  is  in  words ; 
that  is,  because  you  make  a  difference  in  order  to  he  no  difference 
in  order ;  and  confound  coordincOion  with  coequality.  I  desire 
no  greater  advantage  over  an  adversary  than  to  see  him  reduced 
to  self-contradiction  and  plain  defiance  to  common  sense,  only  to 
keep  up  an  hypothesis.  I  admit  a  difference  of  order,  not  of 
nature :  but  that  word  nature  is  so  very  obscure  and  metaphy- 
sical; I  would  say,  that  distinction  is  so  plain  and  obvious, 
carrying  in  it  so  entire  a  confutation  of  all  you  have  been  saying, 
or  doing,  that  you  cannot  endure  the  least  mention  of  it.  You 
have  thought  it  material  to  observe,  (p.  186.)  that  things  are 
said  to  have  been  created  for  the  plecumre  of  God  the  Father, 
(Rev.  iv.  10,  II.)  which  is  no  where  said  of  the  Son.  To  which 
I  answer,  nor  twice  of  the  Father.  However^  nobody  can  doubt 
but  the  world  was  created  for  the  Son's  pleasure  as  well  as  the 
Father^s ;  and  to  me  it  seems  that  the  expression  of  St.  Paul 
('^  AU  things  w^e  created  by  him^  and  for  him'*^)  is  as  strong 
and  significative  as  the  other.  I  am  the  more  confirmed  in  it, 
because  I  observe  that  you  translate,  or  construe,  eU  airrbv  rh 
Ttavra  in  Bom.  xi.  36.  (the  very  same  phrase  here  used  in  Coloss. 
i.  15.)  "  To  his  glory  they  all  terminate,"'  (p.  185.)  which  is  as 
much  as  terminating  in  his pleasvre^. 

We  are  now  to  hold  a  debate  about  6  0€is,  which  is  very 
needless  in  the  main,  because  I  had  really  admitted  (to  shorten 

•  See  my  Seimons,  vol.  ii.  p.  58. 
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our  dispute)  moire  than  you  could  prove,  either  from  Scripkire 
or  qntiquity,  I  had  allowed  6  &€bs  to  be  the  ordmary  title  of 
God  the  Father,  and  rightly  reserved  to  him,  in  most  cases,  ae, 
his  distinguishing  personal  character  ^  in  the  sense  of  avro^eop. 
Yet  I  very  well  know  that  this  Is  more  than  you  can  prove  from 
the  Fathers^  except  ivom  Origen ;  and  that  not  from  his  latest 
and  best  writings.  Might  you  not  then  have  thought  it  sufficient 
to  build  upon  my  eancessiom,  rather  than  to  make  your  cause 
appear  the  weaker,  by  endeavouring  to  give  it  more  strength 
than  belongs  to  itt  It  is  demonstration,  that  the  Fathers  in 
general  made  no  account  of  the  distinction  between  0€^  and  6 
0€d9,  in  our  present  case ;  because  of  their  applying  a  multitude 
of  texts  to  Christ,  where  there  is  6  0€6t,  as  before  shewn.  Your 
pretence  of  his  being  considered  as  repnsaerUative  only,  has  been 
fully  answered  above :  besides  that  you  are  fluctuating  and  in- 
consistent in  your  accounts  of  that  matter ;  sometimes  allowing 
Christ  tp  be  what  be  is  there  styled  (viz.  o  06^^)  in  bis  own 
Person ;  and  again  retracting  it,  by  supposing  the  title  to  belong 
only  to  the  ether  PersaUj  whom  he  represeftted.  In  short,  you 
seem  not  to  know  what  to  determine,  or  where  to  fix ;  so  various 
and  unconstant  a  thing  is  error.  It  being  certain  that  the 
Fathers^  in  general,  so  interpreted  Scriptwre  as  to  make  no 
account  of  your  distinction ;  it  will  be  of  less  weight  if  they 
appear  to  make  more  of  it  in  their  own  writings  :  for  why  should 
they  fix  a  rule  to  themselves  which  Scripture  (by  their  own  ac- 
count) had  not  observed,  but  the  direct  contrary!  Indeed,  you 
have  two  writers,  before  the  Nicene  Council,  to  produee  for  it, 
Clemens  and  Origen :  as  to  Clemens,  how  little  he  made  of  the 
distinction,  as  to  our  present  question,  may  be  observed  firom 
his  manner  of  styling  the  Father  and  Son  togetiier  o.Be^,  as 
hath  been  noted  abova  Besides  this,  I  took  notice  that  ba  often 
gives  the  Son,  sinply^  the  title  of  o  (deSs:  and  I  referred  to  the 
places^ :  you  have  somcithing  to  say  to  every  one  of  them,'  to 
shew  how  resolute  you  can  be  in  defending  any  thing  you  have 
once  pretended  to  lay  a  stress  upon.  To  the  first  passage^  you 
say  it  is  only  an  allusion  to  Psalm  xxxiv.  8.  And  what  then ! 
Is  it  ever  the  less  true,  that  o  Q^bs  is  there  applied  to  Christ ! 
To  the  second  passagex  you  say,  the  A6yos  is  spoken  of,  as  per- 

*  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  315.        p.  72. 

^  Clemens  Alex.  p.  72,  13a,  251,        '  *Et»  dc  koI  dpov6fuurTog  hf  6  Ot6g 
273,  436,  832.  6Kvpios  fjLijd€ntiy€y€inifUvosaif$p«nrog, 

*  "lotre  oTi  Xpurr6s  6  S^dg,    Clem,     Clem,  p.  132. 
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sonoHng  the  Father.  Not  a  word  does  Glem^is  say  ^  personating ^ 
but  of  the  Son'^s  being  the^^  of  the  Father*  :  so  that  in  seeing 
one,  both  were,  in  a  manner,  seen ;  one  being  the  perfect  resem- 
blance of  the  other^  and  representing  him,  (not  in  your  low  sense 
oi  personating^)  but  exhibiting  him,  as  in  a  lively  mirror,  by 
exhibiting  himself.  Besides,  that  it  is  plain  from  Clemens,  that 
the  same  Person  who  was  to  be  man,  was  o  &€6s.  Was  this  the 
Father^  think  you,  or  the  Son  ?  To  the  third  passage  \  you  say, 
that  the  o  0609  ^'  is  not  the  Aiyosy  but  a  sanctified  Christian.^ 
But  yoinr  better  retreat  is  to  the  wx/riem  lection ;  not  only  be- 
cause your  construction  is  at  least  dubious^  but  because  if  it 
were  certain^  it  were  still  an  instance  of  6  (d^hs  applied  by 
Clemens  contrary  to  your  criticism.  To  the  fourth  and  fifth 
passages^,  you  reply,  tiiat "  rhv  (d^hv  and  r<p  0€^  may  be  under- 
^  stood  of  the  Father."*^  To  which  I  need  only  say,  they  cannot 
without  staraining,  and  making  the  construction  forced  and  un- 
natural. To  the  siiBth''^  you  say,  ^^  the  limitations  added  are 
^^  strongly  against  me.^  That  is  only  a  fancy  of  your  own :  but 
was  not  the  question,  whether  o  ©eis  was  applied  to  Christ  by 
Gemens  \  An  ingenuous  man  would  either  have  confessed  plain 
fact,  or  have  said  nothing.  None  of  the  passages,  you  say, 
^^  give  to  the  Son  the  title  (o  &€hsi)  in  the  absohUe  and  wrMmited 
"  construction.'"  And  might  you  not  have  had  this  reserve,  if  I 
had  produced  a  thousand  passages  with  6  06^9  applied  to  Christ! 
I  do  not  expect  you  should  grant  them  to  be  understood  in  the 
unlimited  construction :  you  have  resolved  against  it :  and  if 
there  were  as  many  instances  in  Scriptwre  as  in  the  Fathers,  you 
might  still  have  some  pretence  against  an  wnKmited  construction. 
In  the  mean  while,  what  becomes  of  your  criticisms  upon  6  ©eiy, 
if  we  are  to  judge  from  other  rules,  whether  it  is  to  be  understood 
with  limitation^  or  otherwise!  Doth  it  not  appear,  even  from 
yourself,  that  the  insisting  on  the  article  is  very  trifling !  I  had 
likewise  produced  Clemens  for  styling  the  Son,  o  vavTOKpir&p\ 
Here  you  tell  me  it  is  not  in  an  absolute  construction.  And 
what  if  it  is  not!  The  instance  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  Christ 
is  true  Ood^  upon  Clemens^s  principles,  because  he  is  o  vavroKpir 

'  Tlp6<rwrov  dc  nw  Qtov  6  X6yo9,  f  ^  "Ayyoia  yhp  o^  itrrtrai  rov  6«ov, 

^orr/^cnu  6  Oc^r,  xal  yiwpiCeToi,  rirt  rov  npd  Kara^okrjs  K6criJMv  avfA^ovXov 

KoX  'lo-po^X  iwm^iMumUy  St€  cKW  r6v  ytvofuvov  rov  varpds,    Clem,  p.  832. 

Geiv,  rhv  Kvpwir  oMf  €<mv  6  BciF,  ^  'Aiwde^  yiip  6  rhp  navroKpdropa 

6  \6yos,  &c.   Clem.  Hid.  Bt6p  X^yw^x"'^*  '^  ovbwht  iv  XPOi^h 

»  Cleniv  Alex.  p.  ajit  dircpct  irorr.   Gem,  p.  377. 


*  Ibid.  p.  273, 430. 
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r^p^,  for  Clemens  makes  no  distinction  about  ab^oluU  constnio- 
tion.  But  neither  can  you  prove  that  Clemens  does  not  use  the 
words  T^v  iravTOKpixopaj  in  the  passage  cited,  in  an  (ibsoluie  conr 
struction,  (if  one  can  know  what  you  me^  by  absolute,)  nor 
if  you  could,  would  it  at  all  change  the  sense  of  the  word  Ttavro- 
Kpirtap^  or  make  it  signify  any  thing  less  than  when  appUed  ever 
so  absoltiidy.  Clemens  reasons  from  it  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
would  have  done  from  the  same  word,  or  title,  understood  in  the 
fullest  and  highest  sense  that  vavroKpirtap^  or  Ahnigkty^  can  come 
up  to.  It  is  to  little  purpose  for  you  to  shew  that  Clemens 
sometimes  styles  the  Father  pAvos  6  iravroKpirap,  It  is  not 
Clemens'*s  way  to  use  the  exclusive  terms^  in  such  instances,  in 
any  opposition  to  God  the  Son,  but  quite  the  contrary ;  as  hath 
been  observed  above.  As  to  Origen,  you  will  be  able  to  make 
no  more  of  the  place  cited  ^  than  this ;  that  as  the  Aoyos  excels 
all  other  his  inferiors,  so  also  the  ASyos  is  excelled  by  the  Father; 
not  in  the  same  degree,  but  in  a  certain  sense,  as  the  Father  is 
avToO^osj  God  from  none,  the  Son  God  by  partaking  of  the 
Father's  Godhead. 

However,  if  Origen  or  his  interpolators  have  any  where  in  these 
comments  dropped  any  unwary  expressions ;  you  will  remember 
that  they  are  of  no  moment  any  further  than  they  are  consistent 
with  Origen**s  certain,  well-weighed  doctrine,  in  his  treatise 
against  Celsus. 

As  to  Eusebius,  your  last  authority  for  the  distinction  between 
0€is  and  6  06^9,  (whatever  his  principles  were,)  all  the  use  he 
makes  of  the  distinction  is  only  to  prove  against  Marcellus,  that 
the  Son  was  not  the  Father.  For  he  perpetually  charges  Mar- 
cellus with  Sabellianism ;  as  making  the  Son  to  be  the  Father , 
and  vice  versa.  His  words,  literally  and  justly  rendered,  (not 
as  you  render  them,)  run  thus :  "  The  Evangelist  could  have 
"  said,  the  Word  was  d  ©eiy,  with  the  addition  of  the  article, 
'^  had  he  thought  the  Father  and  Son  to  be  one  and  the  same 
''  thing^  and  that  the  Word  himself  was  the  God  over  aU'.**^ 
The  sense  of  this  passage  will  entirely  depend  upon  a  right 
consideration  of  what  it  was  that  Eusebius  charged  Marcellus 

e  Ov  yhp  Qthv  airk&£  npoa-(1n€v  6  in  Joh.  p.  46,  47.    Vid.  Huetii  not. 

rjn  rov  UpBpov  wpord^i  r6v  navroKpd-  p.  93,  94. 

ropa  di/XdS^o-aff.    CUm.  p.  548.  ^  Awdfitvot  yow  ehreuf,  Ka\  6  Qtht 

'  A(KT€OP  yhp  avTois  Sn  r&rt  fUv  ^v  6  \6yos,  pjsrh.  rrji  rov  &pSpm)  irpoa"" 

oMBtos  6  Q€6g  €<m nw  di  tA  Offiais,  €l  y«  h  /cal  tovt^p  fjytiro  t6w 

ircLph.  rh  auT63«og  futroxS  r^r  €K€ivov  vartpa  €l»€u,   Koi  rhv  vl6v'  a{/r6v   tc 

B^&rrjTos  B€oiroiovfupop,   oIk  6   Oc6r,  thai  r6p  \&yovIr6v  M  frattrmy  B^v. 

SkkhBths  icvpU»r€pov iOfXiyoiTo.  Orig.  Euseb,  c<mtr.  Mare.  p.  137. 
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with ;  or  how  he  understood  Maroellus  to  aflBrm  the  Father  and 
Son  to  be  the  same  thing^  or  same  Gfod. 

Now  this  will  easily  appear  from  divers  places  in  Eusebius^s 
treatise  against  him.  He  charges  Maroellus  with  making  the 
Word  a  mere  notiofud  things  fleeting  and  vanishing,  like  a  human 
word,  nothing  livinff  and  subsisting^  He  charges  him  with 
taking  it  in  a  Jewish  sense,  and  making  no  more  than  a  nominal 
diflerence  between  the  Father  and  his  Word^ :  one  Essence  and 
one  Hypostasis  too,  in  the  way  of  SabeUius.  He  charges  him  with 
taking  away  the  very  existence  as  well  as  Hypostasis  of  the  Son ; 
with  making  one  Hypostasis  with  three  names\  having  no  more 
than  a  nominal^  not  a  real  distinction.  Hence  it  is  plain  what 
Eusebius,  in  the  passage  above  cited,  meant  by  iv  koL  ravrbv^ 
one  and  the  same  thing ;  as  also  by  making  the  A<iyos  to  be  rbv 
iirl  TrdvTotv  Oedi^,  the  Ood  over  aU.  It  was  making  Father  and 
Son  one  Person^  as  we  now  term  it ;  and  so  confounding  both  in 
one,  as  to  take  away  all  real  distinction.  You  have  therefore  no 
reason  to  think  I  had  partiaUy  represented  Eusebius,  when  I 
said,  (Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  315.)  that  he  made  no  further  use  of  the 
observation  about  the  article^  than  to  prove  against  Maroellus, 
that  the  Aoyos  is  a  distinct  real  Persm^  and  not  the  Father 
himself.  It  is  you  that  have  partiaUy  represented  Eusebius, 
either  to  serve  your  hypothesis^  or  for  want  of  considering  the 
drift  and  scope  of  Eusebius's  treatise,  and  in  what  sense  he  uses 
his  terms. 

What  then  is  the  result  of  your  inquiries  about  the  distinction 
between  ©ciy  with  the  article  and  without  it  ?  i.  You  have  not 
been  able  to  prove  that  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  in  general  took 
any  notice  at  all  of  it :  ttco  only  are  found,  Clemens  and  Origen. 
The  former  never  applies  it  at  all  to  the  text  of  St.  John,  nor 
makes  any  use  of  it  to  shew  the  preeminence  of  the  Father 
above  the  Son :  so  far  from  it,  that  he  gives  the  title  of  0  Oeds 
indifier^ntly  to  Father,  or  Son,  or  to  both  together,  according  as 
occasion  offers.  The  latter  has  indeed,  in  an  unaccurate  work,  or 
perhaps  corrupted,  mentioned  the  distinction,  and  applied  it  to 
prove  some  preeminence  of  the  Father  as  being  God  0/  himself, 
or  unbegotten.  But  [in  his  later  and  more  certainly  genuine 
works,  he  has  nothing  of  this  kind,  but  resolves  the  Unity  in  a 
very  different  way  from  what  he  had  done  in  his  Commentaries  / 
answering  the  objection  of  Ditheism  upon  quite  another  foot. 

^  Euaeb.  p.  4.  19.  p.  5-        *  Euseb.  p.  33,  35,  3^-      ^  IWd.  p.  167,  175. 
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2.  You  have  not  been  able  to  shew  that  the  Fathers  ever 
imagined  the  Scripture  style  to  be  at  all  eonformable  to  that 
distmction:  nay,  the  contrary  is  evident  from  their  citing  a 
multitude  of  texts  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  applying  them  to 
Christ  as  therein  denoted  by  the  title  of  6  ©eJs.  3.  You  have 
not  been  able  to  shew,  that  the  Fathers  ever  invariably  or 
carefully  followed  any  such  rule  in  their  oton  style,  (though  you 
confidently  aflSrm  they  did,  p.  188.)  For,  besides  what  hath 
been  shewn  from  Clemens,  examples  may  be  given  to  the  con- 
trary out  of  the  other  ancient  writers^.  4.  If  it  could  have  been 
proved  that  this  disHnction  had  been  ever  so  constantly  observed ; 
yet  no  certain  consequence  in  favour  of  your  principles  could  be 
drawn  from  it :  nothing  but  what  (for  the  sake  of  shortening  a 
dispute)  I  woidd  have  admitted,  without  your  producing  any 
ancient  writer  for  it;  namely  this,  that  the  Father  is  em- 
phatically 6  0€^,  BA  first  Person,  though  the  Son  be  0€O9  in  the 
same  sense :  almost  in  like  manner  as  the  Holy  Ghost  is  em- 
phatically rh  mfeOfjLO,  though  the  Father  or  Son  be  iFvevfia  in  as 
strict  and  proper  a  sense  of  wevfia  as  the  other. 

You  at  length  bring  me  a  quotation  from  Theodorus  Abucara, 
a  very  orthodox  man  of  the  ninth  century,  allowing  that  in 
Scripture  style  6  idtbs  is  a  title  appropriate  to  the  Father.  This 
is  more  than  the  ancients  would  have  allowed ;  except  the  obser- 
vation be  confined  to  the  New  Testament.  However,  you  may 
perceive  that,  in  the  judgment  of  very  orthodox  men,  our  cause 
is  in  no  danger  from  this  famed  distinction"" :  they  knew  the 
diflerenoe  between  allowing  d  &€bs  to  be  an  appropriate  title,  and 
making  the  sense  of  06^9  depend  upon  an  article. 

As  to  John  i.  i.  where  the  want  of  the  article  before  0€&9  is 
made  an  objection  against  us,  it  should  be  considered  that  the 
expression,  0cd9  fjv  d  \6yos9  is  just  what  it  should  be  on  our 
principles.  The  want  of  the  artide  determines  0(^9  to  be  the 
predicate,  ascertains  the  construction  against  the  Sabellians,  and 


^  Irenseus,  p.  211,  215^   271.   ed.  evwai?,   fjroi  avcanv^is   kclL  avaKiKfM' 

Bened.  Hippolytus,  vol.  i.  p.  267.  ii.  Xa/oxrcr  r^y  rpiador  6  narr^p  «onv,  «f 

p.  15,  20.   Melito,  dt.  a  Grab.  Not.  in  tlirtv  6  0€o\6yo9,    Petav.   TVtn.  lib. 

Bull.  p.    86.   Origenes  contr.  Cels.  iv.  cap.  15.  p.  262. 

p.  85,  162.  "  He  is  emphatically  styled    God, 


™  Petavius,  where  he    cites    the  "  because  the  Father  is  the  Union,  or 

passage  you  mention,  cites  also  an-  ''  folding  up,  or  recapitulation  of  the 

other  of'^  the  same  author;  which  de-  "Trinity;   as  (Gregory)  the  divine 

served  your  notice.  "  has  observed.'' 

Qt6g  dc  €(<up€T«iS  Xcyf  rai,  cTretdi)  7 
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is  the  very  expression  which  any  accurate  Greek  writer  would 
choose,  rather  than  the  other,  to  signify  what  we  understand 
by  it. 

Having  done  with  criticisms,  you  return  to  your  logicai  sub- 
tleties. I  had  admitted  b^  priority  of  <n*der^  yet  denying  the  Son 
to  be  God  in  a  stibordincUe  sense:  upon  which  you  remark, 
^^  then  he  is  God  in  a  coordinate  sense ;  and  what  becomes  of 
"  the  priority  of  order  T 

To  which  I  answer,  that  though  he  be  Gknl  in  a  coordinate^ 
or  rather  the  same  sense  of  the  word  Oody  yet  he  is  God  in  a 
suhordinaie  manner^  as  being  Ghdo/Ood:  and  now  yAa^t  becomes 
of  the  suiordinaU  sense  of  the  word  God  f 

You  pretend,  that  subordMhote  has  necessarily  a  relation  to 
government :  which  I  deny. '  And  if  you  could  prove  it,  (as  you 
cannot,)  all  that  would  follow  is,  that  €k»d  the  Son  is  not  subor- 
dinette.  And  then,  instead  of  saying  that  he  is  suiordinatef  we 
would  only  say  that  he  is  a  San,  or  that  he  ia  of  the  Father; 
changing  the  phrase,  but  still  retaining  the  doctrine  under  other 
terms.  But  it  is  ridiculous  to  assert,  that  a  difference  of  order 
does  not  make  a  svhordinationy  or  an  equality  of  order  a  coordi- 
nation. To  my  instance  of  Adam  and  Seth,  you  say,  that  ^^  to 
'^  Adam,  considered  as  a  governor,  Seth  was  subordinate.^  Yes, 
and  stibfect  too.  But  to  Adam,  considered  merely  as  a  Fcsther^ 
he  was  only  subordinate^  and  not  subject. 

You  add,  that  '*  man  being  the  abstract  name  of  a  species, 
'^  all  men  are  equally  men.'*^  In  like  manner,  €hd  being  a  name 
for  as  many  Persons  as  have  the  divine  nature^  every  Person 
having  that  nature  is  equally  Ood.     You  go  on  :  "  Among  men 

"  a  son  does  not  derive  his  being  from  his  father ^but  God, 

"  when  he  is  styled  Father,  must  always  be  understood  to  be 
^*  aXrlay  a  true  and  proper  cause,  really  and  efficiently  giving 
"  life.^  This  is  the  philosophy  of  Dr.  Clarke" :  and  it  is  to 
intimate,  that  though  every  son  of  man  has  the  ^'nature  of 
"  man,^  and  is  equal  in  nature  to  his  Father ;  yet  the  ^^  Son  of 
"  God'^  must  not  have  the  "  nature  of  God,'"  nor  be  in  nature 
equal  to  the  Father.  Excellent  doctrine  !  And  yet  you  are 
affi'outed  to  be  called  Arians.  The  answer  is,  that  God  the 
Father  is  not  the  cause  of  his  Son,  in  Dr.  darkens  sense;  who 
admits  no  necessary  causes.  Neither  can  the  Doctor  prove, 
either  from  Scripture  or  Fathers^  that  ever  the  Son  was  so 

^  Clarke's  Script.  Doct.  p.  239,  373.  ed.  ad. 
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caused  by  a  voluntary  ctct,  or  choice.  In  the  old  sense  of 
c<msey  as  the  sun  is  the  cause  of  light,  the  root  of  its  branches, 
the  fountain  of  streams,  and  the  like,  the  Father  was  ever 
believed  to  be  the  cause  of  his  Son,  and  no  otherwise. 

What  you  hint  from  Novatian  about  power,  means  only 
paternal  authority ^  axkdpriorUy  of  order  on  that  account.  You 
conclude  with  saying,  that  I  might  have  argued  that  ''  the  Son 
*'  is  included  in  the  one  unbegotten  God."*^  But  I  do  not  find 
Scripture  speaking  any  thing  of  the  one  unbegotten  God.  It  men- 
tions the  one  Chd,  and  excludes  all  other  Gods ;  wherefore  the  Son 
being  included,  is  not  another  Oody  but  the  same  God.  And 
though  I  like  not  the  expression  of  ^^  the  unbegotten  God,  and  the 
'^  begotten  God/'  because  it  comes  too  near  the  language  of 
Dithetem^  (which  you  are  every  where  inculcating,)  yet  I  shall 
make  no  scruple  of  sajring,  that  the  Father,  God  unbegotten, 
and  the  Son,  God  begotten,  are  both  one  God^. 

QUEBY  IV. 
Whether,  supposing  the  Scripture  notion  of  God  to  be  no  more  than 
that  of  the  Author  and  Governor  of  the  universe,  or  whatever  it  be, 
the  admitting  of  another  to  be  Author  and  Governor  of  the  universe, 
be  not  admitting  another  God;  contrary  to  the  texts  before  cited 
from  Isaiah,  and  also  to  Isa.  xlii.  8.  xlviii.  1 1.  where  he  declares  he 
will  not  give  his  glory  to  another  ? 

IN  defence  of  this  Query^  I  charged  you  with  Ditheism^  as  pro- 
fessing one  Author  and  Governor  to  be  a  Ghd,  and  another 
Author  and  Governor  to  he  a  God  likewise :  not  the  same  God 
with  the  other,  but  amother^  consequently  two  Gods ;  which  is  un- 
deniably evident  in  your  scheme. 

You  say,  in  answer,  that  my  "  defence  of  this  and  of  the 
^'  following  Query  is  in  reality  (without  intending  it)  an  attempt 
^'  to  expose  and  render  ridiculous  the  express  doctrine  of  St. 
'^  John  and  St.  Paul,  and  to  make  it  appear  inconsistent  with 
"  the  Old  Testament,""  p.  195. 

The  reader,  I  doubt  not,  will  be  surprised  at  this  high  flight 
of  extravagance.  Hitherto  I  thought  I  had  to  do  with  a  sober 
man^  however  mistaken  in  many  things.  But  you  are  now 
giving  yourself  liberties  of  such  a  kind,  as  can  scarce  be  thought 
consistent  with  that  character.  What  I  expected  of  you  was, 
that  you  should  clear  your  hypothesis  of  the  charge  of  '*  two 
"  Gods ;""  every  man  taking  it  for  granted,  that  neither  St.  John 
nor  St.  Paul,  neither  Scriptwre  nor  antiquity^  ever  taught  two 
o  See  my  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby,  vol.  ii.  p.  209,  &c. 
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Ghds.  But  the  charge  being  so  full  and  plain,  that  you  can  no 
way  evade  it,  you  are  resolved,  it  seems,  to  carry  it  off  with  an 
air  of  assurance,  and  to  charge  even  St.  John  and  St.  Paul  with 
the  same.  You  do  well  to  put  your  authorities  very  high  and 
strong ;  because,  I  remember,  Justin  Martyr  and  Irenseus  have 
said,  that  they  could  not  have  believed  even  our  Lard  himself, 
had  he  preached  up  another  God  beside  the  Maker  of  all  things. 
However,  if  you  are  able  to  make  your  point  good  from  Scripture^ 
I  shall  think  it  sufficient.  And  suffer  me  once  more  to  dispute 
it  with  you ;  not  to  expose  or  render  ridiculous  St.  John  or  St. 
Paul,  (God  forbid !)  but  men  of  a  much  lower  class ;  who,  when 
their  cause  is  most  desperate,  are  used  to  put  on  the  greatest 
confidence  for  a  blind  to  the  readers.  Let  us  hear  what  you 
have  to  say :  and  do  not  tell  me  that  I  am  ^^  not  arguing  against 
"  Dr.  Glarke  and  you,  but  against  plain  Scripture  ;"'  as  if  Scrip- 
ture were  plain  for  tioo  Grods. 

You  begin  with  your  old  pretence,  that  the  texts  of  Isaiah 
are  all  "  expressly  personal."  Be  it  so :  so  also  are  many  ex- 
pressions in  Scripture  and  omtiqmty^  indeed  in  all  writers ;  where 
yet  the  exclimve  terms  exclude  those  persons  only  whom  they 
were  intended  in  opposition  to.  It  is  a  rule  of  language  common 
to  all  kinds  of  authors ;  whereas  your  rigorous  interpretation  of 
the  exclimve  terms  has  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  thing,  or  in 
custom  of  speech,  to  support  it.  You  can  scarce  dip  into  any 
writer,  but  you  find  exceptions  against  it. 

You  endeavour  further  to  shift  off  the  charge  of  Ditheism,  by 
retorting  it  upon  me.  But  how  wide  a  difference  is  there  in  the 
two  cases  !  As  I  maintain  that  the  Son  is  not  (mother  God,  nor 
both  tiDO  Gods,  so  I  consistently  teach  that  both  are  one  God : 
you  maintain,  that  God  can  be  a  name  for  no  more  than  ^^  one 
"  Person,*'  that  each  of  the  Persons  is  "  a  God,*"  and  that 
they  are  not  together  "  one  God.""  What  is  this  but  saying 
directly  that  they  are  ttvo  Gods  f  I  may  mistake  in  rxxy  hypothesis, 
(which  yet  has  not  been  shewn,)  but  you  are  plainly  self-con- 
demned. You  have  recourse  to  St.  Paul,  (p.  197.)  who  favours 
your  notions  as  little  as  I  do.  You  ask,  whether  he  ^^  was  a 
"  teacher  of  Polytheism  V  I  verily  think  not :  and  if  your  doc- 
trine stands  as  clear  as  St.  PauFs,  all  will  be  well  with  you.  But 
do  not  father  your  conceits  upon  the  blessed  Apostle.  He  directs 
us,  you  say,  "  to  the  one  true  God,  of  whom  are  all  things."" 
Yes,  he  tells  us  that  the  "  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things,*"  is 
the  "  one  God,"^  in  opposition  to  false  ones,  to  nominal  gods  and 
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lords :  and  it  is  plain,  that  he  meant  it  not  in  apposition  to  Gkni 
the  Son,  because  he  reckons  him  "  Grod  to  us,"'  (Bom.  ix.  5.) 
which  none  of  the  normncU  gods  are.  Now,  since  the  same  St. 
Paul  says  that  ^'  there  is  no  other  Gkni  but  one,^  (i  Cor.  viii. 
4.)  it  is  manifest  that  though  the  Father  be  emphatimUy  styled 
one  Godf  yet  he  and  the  Son  together  are  not  itoo  Gocb,  but  one 
God?. 

You  ask,  whether  when  St.  Paul  tells  us  that  ^^  God  our 

"  Sayionr saved  us ^through  Jesus  Christ  our  Saviour,^ 

he  does  thereby  preach  two  Somours  f  (Tit.  iii.  4, 6.)  Yes  cer- 
tainly,  unless  both  be  one  Saviour.  Wherefore  you  by  denying 
them  to  be  one^  make  two  Saviours,  as  you  do  also  two  Gods.  To 
your  other  question,  I  answer,  that  Jestu  Christ  is  the  same  God 
and  the  same  Savumr,  though  not  the  same  Person  with  him 
styled  "  God  our  Saviour,^  Tit.  iv.  You  go  on  :  *'  Did  our 
'^  Saviour  himself  introduce  heathen  Polytheism,  when  he  said, 
^  (Mark.  xii.  29.)  The  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lord,  wid  yet  imme- 
*'  diately  after  mentions  another  Lord,  ver,  36  T  But  who  has 
taught  you  to  call  that  other,  another  Lord?  This  did  not  our 
Saviour :  you  are  the  Polytheist,  (and  not  he,)  by  your  strained 
and  false  comments  upon  his  words. 

This  is  what  you  call  producing  express  Scripture. 

What  yon  have  further,  p.  198,  about  Bp;  Pearson  and  Bp. 
BuU,  (who  are  both  directly  against  you,)  is  marvellous ;  as  also 
your  account  of  amtiquity,  which  has  been  answered.  Your  pre- 
tence, that  no  ancient  writer  ever  argued  against  Polytheism,  by 
alleging  that  Christ  is  the  '^  one  supreme  Grod,^  or  individually 
the  '^  same  Grod,^  is  a  shameful  niisreport,  a  manifest  untruth  ; 
unless  you  have  some  poor  equivocation  in  the  words.  Tertul- 
lian,  Origen,  Hippolytus,  Lactantias,  &c.  as  many  as  resolve  the 
Unity  of  Godhead,  into  Unity  of  substance,  (as  the  ancients  in 
general  do,)  are  so  many  evidences  of  your  falsehood.  For  if 
Christ  be  one  substance  with  the  Father,  he  is  one  God  supreme, 
God  being  a  name  of  substance. 

Your  telling  me  that  I  make  "  one  substance,*"  but  never 
^'  one  God,^  is  just  as  if  you  had  said,  I  make  one  Ghd,  but  never 
make  one  God ;  or  else  it  is  a  weak  begging  the  question.  You 
pretend,  the  Unity  of  God  is  secure  by  making  one  original 
Cause.  Bight ;  if  you  take  in  God  the  Father  and  God  the 
Son  into  the  one  Ghdhead :  otherwise,  by  excluding  one  of  your 
Gods,  you  make  a  supreme  God  and  an  inferior  G5d,  after  the 
P  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  54,  &c. 
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way  of  Pagcm  Pofytkeists ;  and  so  Dithewn  is  unavoidable.  I 
asked^  where  the  sacred  writers  ever  limited  the  sense  of  the 
texts  relating  to  the  Unify  by  the  word  supreme  f  Where  do 
they  say  there  is  but  one  svpreme  CUxl,  instead  of  one  God?  You 
have  not  one  text  to  produce  out  of  the  laws  against  idolatry: 
a  plain  sign  that  Scripture  went  upon  quite  other  principles 
than  yours.  And  the  reason  of  it  is  evident,  because  the  design 
was  to  intimate  that  no  other  God  but  the  Ood  of  Israel  was  to 
be  admitted. 

To  have  made  him  supreme  God  only,  would  have  left  room 
for  any  inferior  deities  to  be  taken  in  with  him.  The  place  of 
the  Psalms  (Ps.  xlvii.  2.)  declaring  God  to  be  {K/rioros,  or  most 
^&,reacheth  not  the  point;  unless  it  had  been  said,  you  shall 
have  none  other  most  high  God  hut  him^  to  leave  room  for  lower 
deities.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  difference  between  saying,  there 
is  one  most  high  Cody  and  there  is  one  God  who  is  most  high :  as 
much  as  between  saying,  there  is  ofie  suprems  King  of  Great 
Britain,  and  there  is  one  King  of  Great  Britain  who  is  supreme. 
Your  instance  is  the  more  unfortunately  chosen,  because  the 
very  Person  there  styled  ^toros,  most  high^  is  by  some  of  the 
ancients  (Justin  Martyr  particularly)  understood  to  be  God  the 
Son  ;  which  I  infer  from  their  interpreting  verse  the  5th,  &c.  of 
him.  Your  other  instances  are  as  little  to  your  purpose :  but  it 
is  pretty  remarkable,  that  while  you  are  confidently  glorying  of 
nothing  less  thsui  plain  and  express  Scripture,  you  are  talking  in 
a  style  unknoton  to  Scripture^  but  very  well  knonm  to  the  Pagans, 
that  there  is  one  only  supreme  God ;  intimating  that  there  are 
inferior  Gods,  or  one  God  at  least,  besides  him.  As  to  your 
several  what-think-you^  p.  200, 1  refer  you  to  my  Sermons  9. 

You  tell  me,  that  6  06^9,  in  Scripture,  &c.  signifies  the  supreme 
God.  Does  it  so?  Then  according  to  all  a/ntiqwity,  applying 
6  &€bs  to  Christ  in  their  citations  of  the  Old  Testament,  Christ  is 
the  suprefne  God.  But  I  beg  leave  to  say,  that  it  signifies  only 
God;  and  thei^  is  no  need  of  saying  supreme  God,  when  there  is 
no  reference  to  an  inferior  God :  and  therefore  Scripture,  and 
generally  a/ntiquity,  say  nothing  of  a  svpreme  God,  because  they 
acknowledged  no  inferior  God ;  to  which  such  expressions  have 
a  tacit  reference.  It  was  from  the  Pagans  that  such  language 
was  at  first  borrowed,  and  used  at  length  by  some  Christian 
writers,  (as  Amobius  and  Lactantius,)  though  by  them  very 


4  Sermon  vii.  vol.  ii.  p.  167. 
VOL.  n.  Mm 
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rarely  ;  and  with  such  cautions  as  might  be  sufficient  to  prevent 
misconstruction. 

As  St.  Paul  was  willing  to  adopt  the  name  of  wnknoton  Oody 
in  compliance  with  the  Pagan  phrase^  to  lead  them  into  a  belief 
of  the  God  of  the  Christians :  so  some  of  the  Fathers  were 
inclinable  to  take  the  name  of  vp&ros  0€os>  or  princeps  Deu$y  and 
to  apply  it,  in  a  Christian  sense,  to  draw  the  Pagans  insensibly 
to  the  worship  of  the  true  God^  under  such  a  name  as  they  had 
given  to  b,  false  one.  Otherwise  this  kind  of  phrases  is  not  pro- 
perly Christian,  nor  to  be  used  by  Christians. 

It  is  one  thing  to  say  God  is  9»preme,  is  travrokpiT^p^  is  <wer 
aUy  or  the  like ;  and  quite  another  to  say,  there  is  one  supreme 
God ;  which^  in  propriety  of  speech,  implies  that  he  has  cmaiher 
God  under  him.  We  say  of  the  Kmg,  that  he  is  supreme  in  his 
dominions ;  but  who  ever  talks  of  the  supreme  Kimg  of  Great 
Britain^  as  if  there  were  any  other  king  of  Great  Britain!  Svr 
preme  moderator  and  governor^  we  say,  because  there  are  subordi- 
nate moderators  and  governors.  You  do  well  to  quote  Nebuchad- 
nezzar for  the  phrase  of  "  God  of  Gods,^  Dan.  ii.  47.  It  was  a 
very  proper  expression  for  an  idolatrous  king  to  use ;  and  was 
well  suited  to  a  Pagan  hypothesis.  And  if  the  like  phrase 
occurs  elsewhere',  in  the  sacred  writers,  the  intent  is  not  to 
signify  that  any  inferior  God  was  admitted  under  the  supreme, 
but  that  the  God  of  Israel  was  far  superior  to  all  the  reputed 
gods  of  the  nations. 

Your  comment  upon  Isa.  xlii.  8.  xlviii.  11.  is  very  extraordi- 
nary, that  God  will  not  give  the  glory  of  being  wnderived  (that  is 
all  your  comment  amounts  to)  to  any.  Certainly  he  wiU  not  do 
what  he  caamot.  But  was  it  suitable  to  the  divine  Majesty  to 
acquaint  his  people,  that  he  will  not  (with  reverence  be  it  spoken) 
do  the  most  staring  contradiction  and  palpable  absurdity !  It  is 
evident  that  his  glory  is  his  worship,  all  religious  worship,  (which 
might  be  taken  from  him,  and  placed  upon  false  gods,)  and  he 
would  not  suffer  it  with  impunity  to  be  transferred  from  him  to 
other  objects.  As  to  your  pretended  ''  mediate*^  worship,  it  shall 
be  considered  hereafter. 

My  saying  that  Gk>d  has  engrossed  all  divine  honour  to  him- 
self, you  call  ^'  a  most  presumptuous  contradiction  to  the  whole 
^'  New  Testament.*^  But  as  it  is  no  grea/t  presumption  to  dispute 
with  men  fallible  as  myself,  about  the  sense  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment ;  so  I  hope  the  reader  will  not  take  you  to  be  in  earnest, 
^  Esdras  v.  8.  Nehem.  viii.  6.  Yid.  Qeric.  in  loc^ 
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but  will  rather  kindly  excuse  a  few  passionate  words,  such  as  men 
are  apt  to  throw  out  in  great  extremities. 

You  appeal  to  John  v.  2a.  to  prove  that  Qod  has  given  honour 
and  worship  to  Christ  as  "  Son  of  man.^  This  will  be  distinctly 
debated  hereafter.  At  present,  it  is  enough  to  say,  tliat  Christ, 
rather  than  the  Father,  is  to  execute  judgment  upon  imm,  be- 
cause he  himself  is  num,  (which  the  Father  is  not,)  and  that  so 
hi^  and  great  an  office  is  an  evident  token  of  what  he  is,  wry 
Godf  as  well  as  very  man;  and  therefore  all  men  are  to 
**  honour  him  even  as  they  honour  the  Father."^  You  have 
taken  a  great  deal  of  fruitless  pains  to  shew,  that  the  particular 
glories  belonging  to  the  Son,  on  account  of  his  offices,  are  distinct 
from  the  glories  belonging  to  the  Father.  You  might,  in  the 
same  way,  have  shewn,  that  the  particular  glories  due  to  the 
Father  under  this  or  that  consideration,  are  distinct  from  the 
glories  of  the  Father  considered  under  another  capacity.  For 
instance,  the  glory  of  the  Father  considered  as  King,  is  one  glory ; 
as t/tM^,  another  glory ;  MGodotiheJetcs  (xaei^mg,a^Qodo{ 
Chrigtiam  another,  as  God  of  (mffcls  another.  And  thus  you 
may  multiply  the  toorship  of  the  Father  into  a  thousand  several 
worships^  by  as  many  distinct  considerations.  But  as  all  these 
several  ^ories  arise  from  the  display  of  his  (xttrilmtes  of  wisdom, 
justice,  goodness,  &c.  and  all  his  attributes  are  founded  in  the 
excellency  of  his  nakire  ,*  so  all  the  particular  toorshipe  are  re- 
duced to  one,  as  being  an  acknowledgment  of  that  one  divine 
nature^  the  root  and  source  of  alL  The  same  I  say  of  God  the 
Son :  all  the  particular  glories  belonging  to  him  on  account  of 
his  offices,  relative  to  us,  are  but  partial  considerations  of  his 
attributes,  of  his  goodmsSy  mercy,  wisdom,  &c.  which  aOiribfUes 
have  their  root  and  foundation  in  the  excellency  of  his  nattMre, 
which  nature  is  the  same  with  the  Father^s ;  and  thus  all  the 
particular  glories,  or  worships,  resolve  into  one  glory,  or  ti>orsMp, 
paid  to  that  nature  which  is  comanon  to  Father  and  Son.  But  of 
this  I  shall  treat  more  distinctly  in  the  sequel. 

To  conclude  this  article,  you  have  not  be^i  able  to  clear 
yourself  of  the  charge  of  believing  and  professing  tux)  Chds :  but 
after  a  great  many  big  words,  and  only  words,  about  St.  John, 
and  St.  Paul,  and  plain  Bcripture ;  you  appear  to  have  been 
doing  nothing  else  but  perverting  Scripture,  and  depraving 
Christianity^  and  teaching  us  a  new  language,  as  well  as  a  new 
faith,  in  asserting  a  supreme  God  and  an  inferior  God,  instead  of 
one  God. 

M  m  2 
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Query  V. 
Whether  Dr.  Clarke's  pretence,  that  the  authority  of  Father  and  Son 
being  one,  though  they  are  two  distinct  Beings,  makes  them  not  to 
be  two  Gods,  as  a  king  upon  the  throne,  and  his  Son  administering  his 
Father's  government,  are  not  two  kings,  be  not  trifling  and  inconsistent  ? 
For  if  the  King's  son  be  not  a  king,  he  cannot  truly  be  called  king ; 
if  he  is,  then  there  are  two  kings.  So,  if  the  Son  be  not  God,  in  the 
Scripture  notion  of  Chd,  he  cannot  truly  be  called  God;  and  then 
how  is  the  Doctor  consistent  with  Scripture  or  with  himself?  But  if 
the  Son  be  truly  God,  there  are  two  Gods  upon  the  Doctor's  hypo- 
thesis, as  plainly  as  that  one  and  one  are  two :  and  so  all  the  texts  of 
Isaiah  cited  above,  besides  others,  stand  full  and  clear  against  the 
Doctor's  notion. 

YOU  go  on  here  in  the  same  confident  way,  (your  confidence 
always  rising  as  your  arguments  fall,)  telling  me  that  I ''  condemn 
"  Scripture  for  giving  the  Son  the  title  of  God  :^  because,  for- 
sooth, I  condemn  you  for  giving  him  the  title,  and  denying  him 
the  thing  ;  while  Scripture  allows  him  both.  You  have  nothing 
to  reply,  but  that  there  is  "  one  first  Cause,''  &c.  and  therefore 
but  "  one  Qod.'*^  If  a  man  were  to  admit  this,  you  would  still 
never  be  able  to  come  at  the  conclusion  you  intend.  For  suppose 
the  Father  were  allowed  to  be  one  Ood^  as  the  first  Oause^  but 
Ghxl  the  Son  Crod  notwithstanding,  as  necessarily  existing;  this 
hypothesis  is  every  whit  as  defensible  as  yours,  or  more  so  :  only 
it  is  liable  to  the  charge  of  Ditheism^  as  yours  also  is ;  and  the 
like  solutions  would  serve  equally  for  either.  This  I  hint,  that 
you  may  not  imagine  yourself  ever  able  to  gain  your  point  in 
that  way  of  reasoning.  But  I  proceed  in  my  charge  of  Ditheism 
upon  your  scheme.  You  own  the  Son  to  be  a  God,  though  not 
included  in  the  one  God;  therefore  you  make  two  Gods.  You 
have  no  hopes  of  evading  the  charge  yourself:  but  you  think  it 
may  be  some  relief  to  bring  me  in  to  share  with  you  in  it ;  and 
so  you  feebly  endeavour  to  retort  it.  I  will  not  transcribe  all 
you  have  trifled  on  this  head :  your  argument,  or  rather  no  ar* 
gument,  but  cahtmny,  is^  that  I  make  '^two  supreme  Gtxls." 
Shew  me  how.  You  tell  me  they  are  "two  Gods,''  (in  my 
hypothesis^)  though  ^'undivided  in  substance."  But  this  is  a 
miserable  begging  of  the  main  question,  that  two  Persons  cannot 
be  one  God:  whereas  my  charge  o{ Ditheism  upon  you  is  founded 
upon  this  plain  maxim,  as  plain  as  that  two  and  two  are  four, 
that  one  God  and  (mother  God  are  two  Gods :  or  that  two  Per- 
Bonsy  each  of  which  is  a  God,  and  not  together  one  Ood,  are  two 
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Oods.  Learn  at  length  to  submit  to  a  self-evident  maxim,  and 
either  confess  ttoo  Gods,  or  throw  out  the  Son  from  being  God 
at  all.  You  talk,  in  your  usual  deceitful  way,  of  the  ancient 
Christians  making  the  "  origination  in  the  divine  Paternity  to  be 
"  the  assertion  of  the  Unity  :^  which  is  a  thing  directly  and 
fully  to  my  purpose,  and  as  directly  contrary  to  yours.  For  the 
cmcients  from  this  principle  concluded  that  all  the  three  Persons 
are  one  God,  (which  Bishop  Pearson  observes ;)  and  you,  in  con- 
tradiction to  the  ancients^  infer  from  the  same  principle,  that 
they  are  not  ^^  one  God.**^  Was  there  ever  a  more  shameless 
abuse  upon  the  ignorant  readers  ?  I  have  recited  the  passage  of 
Bishop  Pearson  (which  you  refer  to)  once  before,  and  shall  now 
again  (if  it  be  possible  to  make  any  impressions  upon  your 
modesty)  cite  it  to  your  shame,  for  thus  imposing  on  your 
readers. 

**  This  origination  in  the  divine  Paternity  hath  anciently  been 
^'  looked  upon  as  the  assertion  of  the  Unity :  and  therefore  the 
^^  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  have  been  believed  to  be  but  one  God 
"  with  the  Father,  because  both  from  the  Father,  who  is  one,  and 
"  so  the  Union  of  them*.""  This  is  a  true  account  of  the  cmcienUy 
worthy  of  that  great  man ;  while  yours  is  so  entirely  false,  that 
were  it  not  that  you  have  the  privilege  of  writing  without  a 
namSy  one  might  think,  that  pure  regard  to  your  character  might 
deter  you  from  these  liberties. 

How  have  you  the  aamrance  to  represent  my  notion  as 
different  from  Bishop  Pearson^s,  when  every  body  that  has  seen 
my  books  knows  that  Bishop  Pearson^s  and  mine  are  exactly  the 
same  ?  Do  not  I  every  where  assert  the  Paternity,  and  resolve 
the  Unity,  as  the  Bishop  with  all  the  ancients  does,  into  Unity 
of  mbstance  and  original  f  All  the  three  are  one  God,  because 
two  are  referred  up  to  one  Father^  to  whom  they  adhere,  and 
from  whom  they  derive  their  substance,  the  same  divine  sub- 
stance with  his.  I  had  reduced  you  to  this  dilemma,  either  to 
assert  tioo  Gods,  or  to  make  no  God  of  the  Son ;  which  I  called 
ungoddAng  him.  Instead  of  an  answer,  you  give  me  a  rebuke  ; 
as  usual,  when  sore  pressed.  You  pretend,  that  you  declare 
the  Son  to  be  God  as  much  as  Scripture  does  :  and  so  will  any 
Socinian  or  Samosatenian  say,  while  he  supposes  him  never 
to  have  existed  before  he  was  mem.  By  the  same  or  the  like 
argument  you  may  make  a  God  of  every  cmgel,  inasmuch  as 
angels  are  called  Gods  in  Scripture.  But  while,  notwithstanding, 
*  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  p.  40. 
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you  deny  the  necsssary  existence  of  an  cmgely  and  make  his  title 
nominaly  who  sees  not  that  you  deny  him  to  be  Oodf  And  thus 
do  you  with  €k>d  the  Son.  The  ease  is  manifest:  and  an 
ingenuous  man  would  rather  give  up  so  plain  a  point,  than 
expose  himself  by  inventing  little  quibbles  to  make  things 
appear  what  they  are  not,  and  to  keep  up  a  show  of  belioTing 
what  he  bdieves  not. 

But  I  am  next  to  be  charged  as  ^*  ungodding  the  Son.^  Let 
us  hear  how :  you  have  hoea  hitherto  very  unhappy  in  the  way 
of  retorting.  I  assert  him  to  he  God  in  as  high  a  senee  as  the 
Father.  WM,  how  is  this  vngoddimg  him !  Here  you  are  silent. 
But  I  acknowledge  him  to  be  derived^  sent  to  execute  the 
Fatiier's  orders^  &c.  Shew  me  then  that  either  his  being  a 
Bon^  or  being  sewt^  is  any  way  inconsistent  YnikeqmKty  ofwOmre 
or  Unity  of  Godhead:  here  you  are  lost  again.  But  you  come 
trembling  to  teU  me,  ^^I  ungod  the  Fathw.^  You  raght  to 
tremble  at  such  false  and  unrighteous  accusations.  Well,  how 
do  I  do  it !  By  asserting  another  independent y  another  supreme 
Lord^  &c.  Wonderful ;  when  my  business  is  to  maint>ain,  that 
he  is  not  a/notker  independent  supreme  Lord,  but  the  same  Lord. 
^*'  I  deprive  him,^^  you  say,  ^'  of  his  original  independent  su- 
"  premacy."  What !  of  his  Pcttemity  f  But  I  own  him  to  be 
Father,  and  first  considered  in  every  thing  common  both  to  the 
Son  and  him.  You  have  made  nothing  out  in  the  way  of 
retorting.  Oome  we  next  to  TertuUian  and  Athenagoras ;  to 
see  whether  they  agree  with  you  or  me,  in  resolving  the  Unity. 
The  criterion  is  this :  if  they  take  Father  and  Son  Ix^h  into  the 
one  Gody  they  are  mine;  if  they  separate  the  S<m  from  the 
Father,  making  oMnther  Gody  or  no  God  of  him,  then  they  are  yours. 
Tertullian,  you  say,  founds  the  **  Unity  of  God  upon  the  su- 
'^  premacy  of  the  Father  aioney  in  the  govmmient  of  the 
^'  universe.'^  That  is  talae ;  for  Tertullian  makes  all  the  three 
Persons  of  one  authority,  one  state,  one  substance,  because  one  God. 
They  are  his  very  words  cited  above*.  Neither  wre  you  able  to 
prove  any  thing  contnuy  to  it,  out  of  all  his  Works.  I  referred 
you  to  a  passage  of  Tertullian,  where  he  rejects  the  notion  of  an 
inferior  God  as  a  Pagan  dreams :  and  to  shew  how  consistent 

*  See  above,  p.  45^.  Cowtr,  Hermog,  cap.   7.    Deiu  non 

^  Neque  enim  proximi  erimus  opin-  erit  dicendus,  quia  nee  credendus  nisi 

lonibos  nadonum,  quse  si  quando  co-  summummagnmn.  NegaDeum  quern 

^ntur  Deum  confiteri^tamen  et  alios  dicis  deteriorem.     Contr,  Marc.  lib. 

infra  ilium  volunt.    Divinitas  autem  i.  cap.  6. 

gradum    non   habet,  utpote    unica. 
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he  is  with  himself,  he  makes  the  San  not  an  inferior  God  but 
the  Bome  God  with  the  Father;  and  he  applies  the  general 
maxim  to  the  particular  case  of  Faiher  <md  8on^^  as  having  the 
same  divinity^  same  potoer^  &c.  Your  pretence  of  TertuUian's 
mining  the  Son  sitbordinate^  is  meanly  equivocating  upon  a 
word.  He  makes  him  subordinate,  as  I  also  do,  in  order^  or 
office,  not  in  dominion :  and  you  are  very  sensible  that  while  you 
are  pleading  Tertullian's  expressions  in  favour  of  your  notions, 
you  make  him  all  over  ineonmtent,  and  contradictory  to  his  own 
plain  and  avowed  principles.  You  might  at  this  rate  quote  all 
Uie  Poft-Nicene  Fathers,  who  allow  of  a  eubordmation  as  much 
as  Tertullian.  You  run  out  (p.  jjii.)  upon  the  history  of  his 
dispute  with  Marcion^  as  if  that  were  any  secret.  After  a 
great  many  words,  you  have  nothing  to  elude  his  testimony 
against  an  inferior  (Jod,  but  a  precarious  fiction,  or  conjecture, 
that  he  would  not  have  owned  the  Son  to  be  ewinmmn  Magnum^ 
Uie  iupreme  Being ;  though  he  pliunly  does  own  it  in  making  his 
substance  ihe  same  with  the  Father^  and  ascribing  the  same 
divinity^  potcer^  and  quality  {wntus  status)  to  him.  Your  cavils 
about  €lerUxxtio  nxkdportio  have  been  considered  above,  (p.  96.) 
But  you  lay  great  stress  upon  Tertullian'*s  supposing  the  summum 
Magnum,  the  supreme  Being,  to  be  unbegotten,  which  you  think 
must  exclude  the  Son.  But,  under  favour,  it  is  never  Ter- 
tullian's way  to  exclude  the  Son.  Father  and  Son  together, 
upon  his  principles,  were  the  one  unbegotten  eternal  substance,  till 
the  generation  of  the  Son :  and  then  the  Son  was  begotten,  the 
Father  unbegotten,  and  both  still  the  same  substance  as  before, 
under  a  different  economy.  You  would  insinuate,  as  if  the  Son 
was  (according  to  Tertullian)  begotten  into  a  Person,  just  before 
the  creation,  by  the  good  pleasure  of  the  Father.  I  refer  the 
reader  to  Bp.  Bull,  for  a  confutation  of  this* weak  and  groundless 
charge.  I  may  however  take  notice  of  it,  as  a  thing  very  par- 
ticular, that,  till  you  have  made  the  ancients  the  most  stupid  men 
that  ever  lived,  you  presume  not  to  claim  them  as  advocates  for 
your  opinions.  *  Is  it  a  fair  way  of  dealing  ^ith  authors  to  strain 
and  wrest  their  expressions  to  a  sense  directly  repugnant  to  their 
known  and  standing  principles  ?  Gould  not  you  do  the  same  by 
Athanasius  himself,  if  you  were  so  disposed,  and  claim  all  the 

^  Tres  autem  non  statu  eed  gradu,  quia  umis  Deus.     Contr,  Prase,  cq).  a. 

nee  substantia  sed  forma,  nee  potestate  Trinitas   unius    divinitatis.   Pater, 

sed  specie :  Unius  autem  stAstantue,  Fllius,  et  Spiritus  sanctus.  De  Pudic, 

et  umui  status,  et  unius  potestatis,  cap.  ai. 
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Post-Nicene  Fathers,  as  well  as  Ante-Nicene,  by  the  help  of  the 
like  chicane  ?  The  question,  you  say,  "  is  not  whether  Tertullian 
"  always  speaks  consistently  r"^  and  you  "  are  not,^'  you  say, "  vin- 
"  dicating  Tertullian's  reasoning,^  but  such  "  plainly  is  his  no- 
"•  tion.^  In  this  way  of  talking,  I  know  not  why  you  should  not  put 
in  your  claim  to  all  the  orthodox  men  that  ever  wrote  upon  the 
Trinity.  For,  as  you  think  them  all  inconsistent,  it  is  only  taking 
those  principles  which  you  may  be  able  to  strain  to  a  sense  agree- 
able to  your  notions^  and  then  you  may  claim  their  countenance 
and  authority  ;  much  in  the  same  way  as  Dr.  Clarke  has  shewn 
you^  in  respect  of  our  Creeds  and  Liturgy.  The  reader,  I  hope,  sees, 
by  this  time,  what  your  boasts  of  antiquity  amount  to ;  little  more 
than  the  same  game  over  again  with  the  ancients,  which  the 
Doctor  had  before  practised  with  our  Church's /bniw. 

You  are  next  finding  fault  with  my  account  of  Tertullian,  vol. 
i.  p.  321,  $22.  of  my  Defence.  The  objection,  I  said,  as  Ter- 
tullian resolved  it,  was,  that  the  authority  would  not  he  one.  I 
thought  my  putting  in  the  parenthesis  (as  Tertullian  resolves  it) 
might  have  been  hint  sufficient  to  a  man  of  ordinary  acumen. 
I  knew  what  the  objectors  meant  by  monarchia  ;  and  I  knew 
also  to  what  sense  Tertullian  turned  it  in  his  answer :  which,  it 
seems,  you  did  not  attend  to.  He  tells  you,  from  his  knowledge 
of  Greek  and  Latin,  that  monarchia  ought  to  signify  singulare  et 
unicum  imperium,  one  singular  government,  or  authority ;  and 
under  this  view  he  proceeds  to  answer  Praxeas^s  objection  about 
monarchia.  But  you  say  this  instance  of  Tertullian  may  serve 
to  shew  that  Father  and  Son  are  not  "  two  Monarchs,  but  that 
"  the  one  Monarch  must  be  he  only  in  whom  the  authority  is 
"  original.'*'  But  then  you  will  consider  that  hereby  you  make 
the  Son  no  Monarch :  and  so,  instead  of  making  the  Father  and 
the  Son  one  God,  (which  this  example  was  intended  to  illustrate,) 
you  make  the  Son  no  God  at  all ;  or  else  you  make  a  supreme 
God  and  an  inferior  God,  that  is,  ttoo  Gods,  which  you  pretend 
to   disown.     Nor  can  you  ever  come  off  from  so  evident  a 


I  say  then,  that  Tertullian's  similitude,  though  it  answered 
his  purpose,  does  not  at  all  serve  yours.  And  therefore  I  ob- 
served to  you,  that  Tertullian  resolved  the  Unity  of  Qod,  not 
into  the  Father's  being  sole  Monarch,  which  would  have  been 
giving  up  the  cKvinity  of  God  the  Son,  but  into  Unity  of  power, 
substance.  Godhead,  conmion  to  both ;  taking  both  into  the  one 
Godhead,  and  one  God.    Had  you  done  so  too«  you  had  done 
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wisely,  and  might  then  have  claimed  some  countenance  from 
antiquity ;  which  your  novel  scheme  is  directly  opposite  to. 

"  Unity  of  substance,"' you  say,  *'  can  never  make  two  equally 
"supreme  Monarchs  one  Ood."^  But  it  may  make  two  Persons, 
considered  as  equally  supreme  over  all,  to  be  but  one  Monarch, 
and  OTie  Ood  ;  and  that  is  as  well. 

I  had  said  of  Athenagoras,  that  he  resolves  the  Unity  of  Gh>d- 
head  into  Unity  of  substance  and  original.  *'  As  if,""  say  you, 
**  Unity  of  substance  and  Unity  of  original  were  the  same  thing."** 
I  do  not  say  they  are  precisely  the  same ;  for  then  I  need  not 
have  mentioned  both.  But  this  I  say,  that  no  Unity  of  substa/nce^ 
unless  the  original  was  one,  so  as  to  make  the  substance,  as  it 
were,  of  the  same  stock,  would  be  sufficient  upon  the  principles 
of  the  ancients. 

I  very  well  knew  what  I  was  talking  about.  Two  WMrigiMUe 
divine  Persons,  however  otherwise  insqparahUy  would  be  two 
Gods,  according  to  the  ancients.  But  if  one  be  not  only  conaub- 
sta/ntial^  but  also  of  the  other j  and  referred  up  to  him  as  a  head 
or  fountain,  two  such  Persons  were  believed  to  be  on^  Chd. 
This  was  the  Catholic  method,  not  of  making  the  Father  singly^ 
but  Father  and  Son,  one  God ;  which  was  their  pious  care  and 
truly  Christian  concern,  and  which  they  expressed  on  all  occa- 
sions against  Jews,  Pagans,  and  heretics. 

Your  observations  on  Athenagoras  are  answered  above.  You 
have  in  this  page  (p.  2i6.)  and  the  following  one,  the  shrewdest 
way  of  talking  I  have  yet  met  with.  You  have  discovered,  it 
seems,  that  my  principles  and  yours  are  the  very  same ;  and 
that  we  Tieed  not  dispuite  longer.  Indeed,  I  was  wondering  at 
your  dulness  in  not  making  the  discovery  sooner.  For  I  very 
well  knew  that  you  could  never  bring  over  the  ancients  to  your 
principles,  but  you  must  at  the  same  time  take  me  also  along 
with  them :  and  the  very  same  arguments  which  you  make  use 
of  to  draw  them  in  as  advocates  to  your  cause,  must  of  course 
draw  me  in  too,  being  inviolably  attached  to  them.  You  have 
therefore  here  done  me  justice,  undesignedly.  I  am  really  on 
your  side  as  much  as  ever  the  a/ncients  were :  and  you  are  very 
consistent  in  taking  me  in  with  them.  But  the  misfortune  is, 
that  the  pretty  way  you  have  of  fetching  any  thing,  or  any  man 
you  please,  into  a  side,  and  forcing  them  into  your  service,  is 
become  greatly  contemptible;  especially  after  the  attempts 
made  upon  such  men  as  Bishop  Pearson  and  Bishop  Bull,  and 
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upon  our  Creeds^  ArUcies,  and  Liturgy.  You  have  carried  the 
wile  too  far :  and  now  every  body  sees  through  it. 

But  let  us  hear,  at  lengthy  how  it  is  that  I  am  brought  over 
to  countenance  your  principles;  and  let  the  reader^  from  this 
instance,  make  a  judgment  of  the  rest.  You  proceed  thus :  ^  If 
^'  the  Unity  of  the  Godhead  is  to  be  resolved  into  one  heady  rooty 
"-^/otmtmny  tmd  Father  of  ally  the  Son  who  is  not  the  head,  rooty 
^'/ormtain,  &c.  cannot  be  himself  that  one  supreme  Gk>d  which 
^^  is  the  Father,  head,  root^  and  fountain  of  all.*"^  Thus,  after 
you  have  swelled  yourself  up  with  assurance,  and  your  reader 
with  expectation,  you  produce  nothing  but  the  silly  sophism 
aboixi  this  said  that ;  which  I  before  (p.  3 18.)  promised  to  dismiss, 
wherever  I  should  find  it. 

My  *'  own  hands,^  you  tell  me,  "  have  entirely  destroyed  toy 
^'  own  scheme.'^  Happy  for  me,  that  I  am  here  to  answer  for 
myself;  when  with  Bishop  Pearson,  Bishop  Bull,  and  almost 
all  the  ancients^y  I  am  called  in  to  countenance  such  notions  as 
I  had  not  only  detestedy  but  formally  confuted.  You  tell  me, 
^^  had  I  rested  here,^  (that  is,  in  asserting  the  Father  to  be 
heady  rooty  &c.)  "  the  controversy  had  been  at  an  end."*'  Now,  if 
it  may  contribute  any  thing  to  end  one  of  the  idlest  disputes,  to 
say  no  w<Mrse,  that  ever  was  begun  amongst  us,  I  beg  leave  to 
assiu*e  you  that  I  do  rest  there :  and,  by  so  doing,  I  have  at  once 
taken  from  you,  as  I  humbly  conceive,  all  your  pretences  both 
from  Scriptwre  and  antiquity;  leaving  you  nothing  but  your 
metaphysics  to  trust  to;  which,  after  repeated  experiments, 
you  have  found  very  unserviceable,  and  lighter  than  vamty  itsdf. 

After  you  had  taken  notice  of  what  I  had  granted,  as  to  the 
Father's  being  rooty  heady  fountainy  &c.  you  say,  "  if  this  be  true, 
"  as  I  have  fully  proved,  &c."  and  you  refer  to  what  you  had 
done  above,  adding  some  other  authorities  in  the  margin.  The 
reader  here  cannot  but  observe  how  unaccountably  you  have 

y  You  scruple  not,  p.  a  18,  to  cite  of  their  principles  upon  this  head : 

Athanasius,  Hilary,  and  Gregory  Na-  Athanasius,  p.  556, 878.  in  Psal.  p.  75. 

sianzen,  as  making  the  Fatner   the  Hilarius,  p.  036,  8^9.  Greg.  Nazianz. 

only  Qodj  as  if  they  also  intended  to  Orat.  xzzvi.  p.  580.    As  to  your  pre- 

exclude  the  Son  m>m  the  one  Qod-  tence  that  vou  **  cannot  find  that  any 

head.    Such  as  have  ever  looked  into  "  even  of  the  Post-Nicenes  of  the  4th 

those  writers  themselves,  instead  of  "  century  said  that  the  Son  was  equal 

taking  up  scraps  at  second-hand,  can-  "  in  authority  and  in  all  perfections ;" 

not  want  an  answer  to  such  weak  it  is  either  a  poor  quibble  upon  the 

pretences.    I  shall  think  it  sufficient  word  authority,  or  else  betrays  your 

to  refer  you  to  a  few  places  of  these  great  want  of  reading, 
three  writers,  to  give  you  a  just  notion 
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spent  your  time  and  pains  in  an  elaborate  proof  of  what  I  had 
readily  before  granted.  This  is  what  commonly,  and  very  justly, 
goes  under  the  name  of  impertinence ;  and  is  a  method  almost 
peculiar  to  those  who,  having  once  espoused  a  badccmse^  have  an 
after-game  to  play  for  their  own  reputationy  more  than  for  the 
sake  of  the  cause  they  are  entered  into,  to  carry  on  the  appear- 
ance of  a  dii^ute  after  the  dispute  is  really  ended.  What  other 
account  can  be  given  of  your  filling  so  many  tedious  pages  with 
quotations  from  the  (mcients,  really  proving  nothing  but  what  I 
had  ingenuously  admitted  before^  leaving  it  to  you  to  make  all 
the  advantage  you  posaibly  could  of  it  I 

The  reader  here  may  agiun  plainly  see,  that  your  pretended 
arguments  against  me  are  not  more  against  me  than  against  the 
€mcientSy  by  whose  principles  mine  must  either  stand  or  fall. 
And  while  yon  are  charging  me  with  contradictions,  the  charge 
falls  equally  upon  them ;  whose  faith  I  follow,  and  whose  prin- 
ciples I  here  maintain.  It  may  be  seen,  with  half  an  eye,  that 
you  deal  with  the  ancients  just  as  you  do  with  me.  You  pretend 
first  to  split  their  notion  into  contradictory  principles ;  and  Uien 
you  take  one  part  of  the  pretended  contradiction  and  play  it 
against  the  other  part ;  crying  out,  the  ancients,  the  ancients^  all 
the  way ;  with  much  the  same  justice  as  you  can,  when  you  have 
a  mind  to  it,  cry  out,  the  Creeds,  the  Articles,  the  lAtwrgy,  and 
what  not. 

You  tell  me,  (p.  217.)  of  my  "  perpetual  self-contradiction.'*^ 
Now,  if  you  are  able  to  prove  it,  you  wiU  do  something ;  if  not, 
you  only  betray  your  own  want  of  judgment  or  fairness,  in 
making  the  charge.  As  to  the  perfection  you  imagine  in  the 
Father  as  such,  more  than  in  the  Son,  I  deny  any,  except  what 
is  contained  in  a  mode  of  eaistinff^  or  relation  of  order.  You  go 
on  cavilling,  in  a  childish  manner,  against  Unity  of  mihgtancef 
individiial,  numerical^  &c  which  kind  of  cavils  I  abundantly 
answered  again  and  again  in  my  Defence,  and  shall  not  repeat. 
Homogeneous  substance  and  inseparability  amounts  with  you  to 
euistances  united.  You  should  have  avoided  this,  because  you 
hereby  charge  your  friend  ihe  Doctor  with  making  the  divine 
substance  a  heap  of  stibstances  united.  If  there  cannot  be  sub- 
stance and  substance  without  substances,  the  Doctor  and  you  are 
in  a  lamentable  case,  while  you  suppose  the  divine  substance  to 
be  extended :  for  you  thereby  suppose  him  compounded  of  innu- 
merable substances.  Learn  hereafter  to  have  your  thoughts  more 
about  you,  when  you  are  charging  contradictions. 
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I  had  said  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  323.  that  the  Fathers 
believed  God  to  be  a  word  denoting  sulstance^^  not  dominion 
only.  You  are  unwilling  to  let  this  pass,  notwithstanding  that 
you  have  changed  your  mind  in  this  point  of  Oodi's  denoting 
dominion  only,  since  your  last  time  of  writing.  Now  the  word, 
you  say,  denotes  the  Person  ^  whose  the  substance  is  :*"  that  is, 
the  substance  whose  the  substance  is ;  for  Person  denotes  stdh 
stance.  As  to  ^cJnyy,  which  before  signified,  with  you,  **  divine 
"  dominion,^  it  now  signifies  "  divine  dignity  and  authority.*" 
And  it  is  pleasant  to  observe  how  you  can  change  the  sense  of  a 
word,  and  yet  give  the  very  same  reason  for  the  new  sense,  as 
before  for  the  old  one.  We  were  before  told,  that  "  ^crfnys,  like 
"  iLv6fHint6rris^  and  all  other  words  of  the  like  formation,  akoays 
"  signifies  divine  dominion*.*'  Now  ^*  0^6m\^^  like  h>Bpwsifnfs^ 
^^  and  all  other  words  of  the  like  formation,  altoays  signifies  di- 
"  vine  dignity  and  authority ."*"  That  is  to  say,  once  upon  a 
time,  it  always  signified  an  outtoard  relation^  expressed  by  Uie 
word  dominion  ;  but  now  it  always  signifies  some  intrinsic  per- 
fectiony  expressed  by  the  word  dignity.  I  hope,  the  next  time 
you  write,  it  will  ahoays  signify  divine  nature^  like  kvOfmn&n^s^, 
(which  signifies  the  huma/n,y)  and  **  all  other  words  of  like 
"  formation.""  I  gave  many  plain  examples  of  this  signification, 
by  references  in  the  margin  of  my  Defence^.  One  would  think 
that  you,  in  your  Reply,  had  a  mind  only  to  divert  the  reader. 
You  tell  me,  in  the  passage  of  Melito,  ^€(^7779  is  expressly  op- 
posed to  iivOpwjt&nis.  I  know  it,  and  I  chose  it  for  that  very 
reason;  because,  as  ivOpfairSTris  there  undoubtedly  signifies 
Atmian  nature^  in  concreto,  so  it  determines  the  signification  of 
0^&n)s  to  the  divine  nature.  Besides  that  your  own  notion  of 
dignity  (if  you  have  any  sense  in  it)  falls  in  with  mine  of  stdfstanoe. 
For  whatever  expresses  intrinsic  dignity  (and  not  mere  outward 
relation)  expresses  the  na^tire  and  stlI>sta^^ce^  the  seat  and  ground, 
of  that  intrinsic  dignity. 

You  pass  over  a  page  or  two  of  my  Defence,  till  you  find 
something  to  carp  at :  and  it  is  my  saying  that  the  Sabellian 
singularity  consisted  in  making  the  Godhead  ixovoTrpSa-civosy  one 
single  Hypostasis.     To  which  you  reply,  that  the  ^*  contrary  is 

'  See  Tertullian  above,  p.  518.  Ovd«  crcpa  17  oif<rla  iraph  r^v  BtArriTa, 

Karh  rhs  tS>v  noKKmv  ^6(as  <l>va-€ms  oifdi  mpa  ff  dccJnjr  nciph  rffp  owrUof. 

€p^ucriK6v  €<m  t6  r^f  B€6iTrjTos  Svofia.  Epiph.  vol.  ii.  p.  II. 

B(u.  Ep.So.            ^  •  See  Dr.  Clarke's  Replies,  p.  283. 

*0  ^y,  Koi  6  Qeog  rrjs  ovaias  6v6fiaTa.  ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  323,  504. 

Oreg.  Nag.  Orat.  xxxvi.  p.  586. 
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'*  notoriously  true,  that  the  Sabellians  supposed  Grod  to  he  fUa 
"  ^/wocTTcurts  Tpnrp6<rwjrosr  Now,  of  all  things,  there  is  nothing 
more  contemptible  among  men  of  sense,  than  pedantry  about 
words.  Men  of  learning  know  that  the  word  irfniafATrov  has  been 
sometimes  used  to  signify  only  an  appearance,  or  manifestation, 
or  character :  in  this  sense,  the  Sabellian  tenet  is,  that  the  God- 
head is  fxta  vTrooToais  TpiTTpoaaTroSy  one  HypostcLsis  under  three 
Persons,  that  is,  nameSy  appearances,  characters  ;  the  same  being 
either  Father,  or  Son,  or  Holy  Ohost,  according  to  his  several 
manifestations,  or  different  appearances.  But  then  the  word 
irp6(Tanrov  has  been  likewise  used  to  signify  the  same  with  Hy- 
postasis, a  real  Person  ^ :  in  this  sense  the  Sabellian  principle 
makes  the  Godhead  ixovoTrpoawiros,  or  iv  irp6<r<o7rov,  one  single 
Person^.  But  I  am  weary  of  instructing  you  in  such  inoum 
things  as  you  ought  to  have  been  well  versed  in,  before  you 
engaged  in  this  controversy.  I  excuse  your  telling  me,  that  I 
^^  msmifestly  contradict  all  antiquity,  by  supposing  vp6<rwjtov  and 
"  Hypot^atis^  {sometimes,  for  I  never  pretend  they  do  ahoays) 
^^  to  mean  the  same  thing.*"  I  charitably  believe  you  spoke  it  in 
your  simplicity,  not  desiffninp  any  misreport^  but  for  want  of 
knowing  better. 

Upon  inquiry  into  this  matter,  the  truth  appears  to  me  to  lie 
thus.  Upon  the  first  broaching  of  the  Praxean  and  Noetian 
heresy,  which  charged  the  Catholic  doctrine  with  Tritheism,  the 
use  of  the  terms  svibstcmce  and  persons  came  in :  the  Catholics 
pleaded,  that  they  did  not  assert  three  Gods,  but  three  Persons 
only ;  meaning  by  Persons,  real  Persons,  as  is  plain  of  Hippo- 

^^  It  is  thus  used  as  early  as  Hippo-  yown  rg  t^i  r$  cy  ^^vxo  t»p  imroi- 

lytus,   contr,   Noet.   cap.    7*    ^4-    ^  orvfUwov  avvioTafuvu*  Kal  iiii  rovro 

which  sense  also  Tertullian  frequently  irp6<rwirov  h  irarfihs    Kal    vlov,    &c. 

uses  the  Latin  word  Persona,    Crre-  BasU,  Homil,  xxvii.  p.  602. 

gory  Nazianzen  makes  it  indifferent  'llp6<rwrov  is  many  times  used  in 

whether  to  say  \mo<nwr€is  or  irpda-t/ma,  this  Homily  to  signify  the  same  with 

provided  the  meaning   be   secured.  vir6irraa'is. 

Orat,  xxziz.  p.  630.     By  degrees  the  Ovdi  nakip  vlov  Kal  wnuaros  tv 

words  came  to  be  indifferently  used,  irp6irwr6v  iariv.  Ibid,  p.  606. 

one  for  the  other,  as  Damascen  has  MUw  V7r6<murw  ^<rcv  that  t6v 

observed  to  have  been  common  with  irartpa  koL  r6v  vl6v  Kal  t6v  ayiov  m/cO- 

the  Fathers,  fia,  Kal  hf  rpioiwfwv  7rp6<r<o7rov.  TheO' 

Xp^  dc  yip^a-Ktiv,  «>f  ol  &ytoi  iraT€p€g  dor,  de  SaoelUo.  Htsret.  Fab.  lib.  ii. 

v7r6<rTcuriv  Kal  n'p6<rwfrovy  koi  Sropjov  r6  cap.  o. 

lurrb  iKak€<rav.  t6  Koff  ioMrrh  (dioav'  Sabellius— -cumveramTrinitatem 

trrdras  cf  ovalas  koH  aviAp€firjK6T<op  intelligere  non  voleret,  tmam  eandem- 

vftnardfjitpov,  Kal  dpiBfjM  bumf^ipoVf  kclL  que  credidit  sub  triplici  appellatione 

t6v  Tiva  briKovv,  olov  U€Tpov,  xal  Uav-  personam.     Leon.    M,    Serm,    xziii. 

Xop,  Damasc,  Dialect,  p.  46.  p.  155.  ed.  Quenell. 

^  ^o*t>iav  \ryovTts,  dfwiop  (hnt  Xc- 
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lytos  and  TertuUian.  Sueh  was  the  ancient  Catholic  sense  of 
vpoawrov  and  Persona.  Afterwards  came  Sabellius,  who,  reviving 
the  Praxean  and  Noetian  doctrine,  yet  thought  it  prudent  to 
adhere  to  the  Catholic  t^ms  of  one  substance^  or  one  God^  and 
three  Persons,  But  then  he  misinterpreted  Person^  understand- 
ing it  of  a  manifeiiaticni  or  representation  only,  and  nothing  real, 
or  substantial. 

Thus,  after  the  manner  of  heretieSf  he  kept  to  the  Churches 
language,  but  depraved  and  corrupted  the  Churches  sense. 
From  this  time  one  God  and  three  Persons  became  an  ambiguous 
phrase,  capable  dther  of  a  Catholic  or  Sabellian  sense.  As  to 
Uie  truth  of  the  fact,  I  ground  it  chiefly  upon  what  I  have 
observed  out  of  Hippolytus  and  TertuUian ;  and  that  it  does  not 
appear  tha4  either  Praxeas  or  Noetus  ever  talked  of  three  Per- 
sonSf  as  Sabdlius  did  after.  He  was  the  first  that  introduced 
the  theatrical  sense  of  person  into  Christianity,  making  the  rpla 
ifpSamta  to  be  ^nf9D^«ra,  while  the  Catholic  notion  was  of  rpla 
irpoataira  ivvw6<rraTa.  There  was  but  a  very  smaU  variation  in 
the  words,  but  a  very  great  one  in  the  sense  and  application. 
One  thing  however  I  may  remark,  that  there  is  a  slight  difiference 
between  iirSoTaais  and  irpSatoTtov^  that  the  former  may  be  applied 
to  inanimaie  or  irrcftional  things,  the  latter  to  rational  only : 
when  therefore  I  say  that  they  axe  of  the  same  import,  I  would 
be  understood  to  mean  onty  when  applied  to  rational  or  intelUr 
ffentihingB. 

You  proceed  to  mention  an  incidental  thing,  which,  in  common 
prudence,  you  might  better  have  omitted.  In  order  to  vindicate 
your  notion  of  there  being  but  one  God,  while  you  suppose  an- 
other God  under  him,  you  had  asked  me  whether  ^^  Herod  the 
"  Great  was  not  King  of  Judsea,  though  the  Jews  had  no  king 
*^  but  Csesar  V  To  which  I  civilly  answered,  that  Herod  the 
Great  had  been  dead  above  thirty  years  before  the  time  when  it 
was  said  that  the  Jews  had  no  king  btU  Ccesar.  You  had  here 
conmiitted  a  chronological  slip ;  such  as  ingenious  men,  through 
haste,  may  be  sometimes  apt  to  fall  into.  But  you  are  [leased 
to  quarrel  with  me  for  putting  tohen  the  Jews^  instead  of  though 
the  Jews.  I  own  the  fact :  for  I  supposed  you  to  mean,  being  a 
man  of  sense,  that  the  two  kings  were  alive,  when  it  was  said  the 
"  Jews  had  no  king  but  CsBsar.^  For  otherwise  you  must  be 
sensible  of  a  great  inadvertency  in  your  argument ;  which  was 
intended  to  prove  that  there  may  be  two  kings  (as  two  Gods)  at 
the  same  time ;  and  yet  the  name  of  ki/ng  (or  God)  devolved 
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entirely  upon  tl^  iuperiar.  Now  whether  you  will  submit  to  a 
slight  slip  in  iAronoloffy^  or  to  a  gross  bhmdler  in  the  argument,  is 
all  one  to  me :  but  a  prudent  man  would  have  passed  a  matter 
over  quietly,  which  could  not  be  called  up  again  but  to  his  own 
confusion.  You  tell  me  now^  that  Herod  was  king  under  Au- 
gustus. Very  right :  but  how  do  you  prove  that,  at  that  iime^ 
the  "  Jews  had  no  king  but  Osesar  T  Tliere  lay  the  pinch  of  the 
difficulty ;  which  it  is  a  wonder  a  man  of  your  acumen  should 
not  be  able  to  perceive. 

We  have  nothing  more,  that  is  material,  under  this  Query. 
The  charge  of  professing  iwo  Oods  remains  still  unanswered ; 
and  must  remain,  till  you  think  proper  to  discard  God  the  Son 
firom  all  rdigious  worship.  Then  indeed  he  will  be  no  longer  God 
to  us^  any  more  than  (mgeUy  or  mapiefrates^  or  other  nominal 
Gods :  and  yon  may  then  rest  consistently  in  one  God,  and  no 
more ;  namely,  in  God  the  Father. 

Query  VI. 
Whether  the  same  characteristics,  especially  such  eminent  ones,  can 
reasonably  be  understood  of  two  distinct  Beings ;  and  oi  one  infinite 
and  independent^  the  other  dependent  and  finite  ? 

YOUR  new  answer  to  this  Query  is, 

1.  That  the  characters  *'can  no  more  be  understood  of  two 
"  distinct  Persons,  than  of  two  distinct  Beings.** 

To  which  I  answer,  that  it  may  be  proved  from  Scripture  that 
the  characters  belong  to  ttoo  Persons :  it  cannot  be  proved  that 
they  belong  to  tioo  Beings,  much  less  that  they  belong  to  two 
such  disparate  and  wnequod  Beings  as  you  suppose  Father  and 
Son  to  be. 

2.  You  answer,  secondly,  that  "  the  characters  are  not  the 
'^  same,  because  powers  derived  and  underived  are  not  the 
*'  same.** 

This  answer  is  very  conirory  to  the  sentiments  of  wiser  men, 
who  have  argued  the  other  way,  that  if  the  powers  had  been 
equally  v/nderived^  they  had  not  been  the  same  in  the  two  Per- 
sons®:  but  as  one  of  the  Persons  is  derived  from  the  other, 

•  In  duobus  inpemtis  diversa  divi-  non  haberet;  nee  Deltas  una  esset, 

nitas  invenitur :  m  uno  autem  genito  quibus  una  natura  non  esset.    Idem, 

ex  uno  ingemto,  na^uralis  unitas  de-  p.  5a. 

monstratur.     Fulgent,  contr,  Arian,  Si  verus  Deus  est,  et  de  Patre  non 

p.  5p.  est,  dno  sunt  habentes  sin^^  et  vo- 

si  ambo  vocarentur  Patres,  essent  luntates  proprias  et  impena  diversa. 

profecto  natura  dissimiles.  Unusquis-  Gre^.  Nononj?.  p.  739.  Pseud.  Ambros. 

que  enim  ez  semetii>80  constaret,  et  p.  348.  Confer  Eu^enii  Confess,  ap. 

communem  substantiam  cum  altero  Vict.  Vit.  p.  37.  Cmffl. 
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«« being  Light  of  Light,  GU>d  of  God,  substance  of  substance,^ 
both  together  are  '^one  God,  one  substance,  &c.'"  And  the 
Bame  powers  are  common  to  both ;  as  there  is  the  same  Ufe  in 
root  and  branches,  the  same  Ught  in  the  sun  and  its  rays,  the 
same  virtue  in  the  centre  and  what  proceeds  from  it.  And 
though  no  comparisons  are  sufficient  to  illustrate  infinity,  and 
there  must  be  a  great  deal  more  than  we  are  able  to  conceive ; 
yet  there  is  no  principle  of  reason  to  contradict  this  notion,  that 
the  same  powers^  properties^  perfections^  may  be  diversely  con- 
sidered in  the  fountain  from  whence  they  flow,  and  in  the  streams 
to  which  they  descend. 

You  yourself  can  give  no  tolerable  account  how  the  same 
powerSy  attributes^  &c.  are  equally  dififused  to  infinitely  distant 
parts  of  the  divine  substance^  as  you  conceive  it  under  eartension : 
nor  is  our  notion  of  the  samepotcers  being  common  to  three  Per- 
sons at  all  more  unconceivable  or  inexplicable  than  yours  is  of 
the  other  ^  So  that  here  let  us  be  content  to  stop  where  it 
becomes  us,  and  not  pretend  to  measure  infinity.  You  say,  the 
^*  powers  are  no  more  the  same  than  the  Persons  are  :^  nor, 
certainly,  less  the  same  than  the  stibstance  is.  All  this  will 
depend  upon  the  settling  the  sense  of  sameness^  and  the  several 
kinds  of  it. 

When  you  are  able  to  explain  to  me  how  the  wisdom  residing 
in  one  part  of  the  divine  substance  (on  your  hypothesis  of  exten- 
sion) is  the  same^  and  yet  not  the  sams  with  the  wisdom  residing 
in  any  other  part ;  I  may  then  be  able  to  account  for  the  degree 
of  sameness  in  the^ot^^5  belonging  to  the  three  Persons. 

3.  In  the  third  place,  you  tell  me  of  an  ^'  invidious  insinuation,^ 
couched  under  the  words  ^t^  and  infinite.  This  you  borrow, 
as  you  do  many  other  things,  from  the  author  of  Modest  Plea, 
&c.  Continued.  I  returned  a  brief  answer  to  it  in  the  Preface 
to  my  Sermons  S.  There  ia  nothing  inmclums  in  the  esse.  But  you 
ought,  if  you  have  none  but  fair  and  honest  designs,  to  come  out 
of  ambiguous  terms,  that  we  may  fall  directly  upon  the  question. 
You  are  the  less  excusable  for  continuing  your  disguises,  while 
you  write  under  cover  and  conceal  your  name..  It  looks  now  as 
if  you  were  afraid  only  of  having  your  cause  exposed,  while  there 
is  no  danger  of  your  persons.  Dr.  Clarke,  even  in  books  which 
he  has  set  his  name  to,  is  hardly  more  reserved  than  you  are 
without  a  name.     What  is  the  meaning  of  this,  but  to  protract 

'  See  my  Defence,  voL  i.  p.  375.  »  Vol.  ii. 
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a  controversy,  and  to  run  from  the  question ;  being  sensible  that 
your  cause  is  not  really  defensible ! 

But  to  proceed.  You  say,  "you  set  no  limitations  to  the 
"  perfections  of  the  Son  of  God,  more  than  the  Scripture  has 
"  done  :^  which  is  saying  nothing ;  because  you  tell  us  not  what 
"  Scripture  has  done,^  according  to  your  sense  of  it.  But  you 
add,  "  by  declaring  them  to  be  derived  f'  which  in  my  sense  of 
derived  is  no  limitation  at  all ;  you  should  tell  me  whether  it  be 
in  yours.  "  Self-existence,'^  you  say,  "  is  a  perfection.*"  Prove 
from  Scripture^  or  any  other  way,  if  you  can,  that  self-existence^ 
as  distinct  from  necessary  existence,  is  any  perfection :  it  is  a  re- 
lation of  order ^  a  mode  of  existing^,  and  that  is  all. 

Aye,  but  you  say  it  denotes  ^*  positive  greatness,''  (p.  2,26.) 
and  you  refer  me  to  the  Modest  Pleader,  who  makes  it  the  same 
with  necessa/ry  existence^.  If  this  be  indeed  your  meaning,  I  own 
it,  in  that  sense,  to  be  as  great  a  perfection  as  possible,  and  the 
sum  total  of  all  perfection :  but  then  I  assert  it  to  be  common  to 
Father  and  Son,  who  are,  in  this  sense,  equally  self-existent. 
Only,  the  Father  particularly  is  tmhegotten  and  underived ;  under 
which  conception,  self  existence^  as  peculiar  to  him,  is  negative 
and  relative.  We  had  long  been  amused  with  Dr.  Clarke's 
denying  the  self  existence  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost ;  by  which 
he  was  supposed  to  mean  no  more,  than  that  they  were  begotten 
and  proceeding^  which  every  body  allows  :  but  now,  it  seems,  he 
meant  to  deny  their  necessary  existence ;  which  is  directly  re- 
ducing them  to  creatures.  You  see  now  what  you  have  to  do : 
either  prove  that  the  mere  character  of  tmderived  expresses  any 
positive  perfection ;  or  that  necessary  existence  belongs  not  equally 
to  all  the  three  Persons :  and  then  you  will  shew  yourself  an  able 
disputant. 

You  need  not  now  be  scrupulous  about  "dependent"  and 
"  independent :"  you  have  said  enough.  Whatever  is  not 
necessarily  existing  is  precarious  and  dependent,  as  much  as  any 
creature,  which  is  enough  in  all  reason ;  we  understand  you. 
You  say,  that  you  suppose  the  Son  "  dependent  in  no  other 
"  sense  than  is  implied  in  the  notion  of  being  begotten."  It  may 
be  so,  according  to  your  notion  of  begotten^  (I  suppose,  very  little 
differing  from  created ;)  but  you  will  have  a  hard  task  to  shew 

•*  *Y7rapf f«)r  rpi^TTOff  T^  dy€vw;roi/,  ouic  Pseudo-Just.     Exposit.    Fid.    Mich. 

ola-ias  Svoim.     Basil,  contr,  Eun.  lib.  Psell.  apud  Fabric,  vol.  v.  p.  56. 
iv.  p.  763.     Vid.  Damascen.  vol.  i.  p.         *  Mude.st  Plea,  p.  217. 
I35»i40,  I43»  210,  409.  ii.  p.  817. 
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that  either  Scripture  or  tmtiqmiy  favours  any  such  notion  of 
begotten,  as  to  make  the  Son  precarious,  or  not  necessarily  eadstififf. 
The  voluntary  ffeneration  mentioned  by  the  primitive  writers  will 
not  serve  you  at  all  in  this  matter,  as  will  be  seen  in  the  sequel : 
and  as  to  Scripture,  you  have  not  a  single  text  to  help  you,  but 
what  must  first  be  racked  and  tortured  wiUi  metaphysical  glosses, 
to  make  it  speak  what  it  never  meant.  You  have  a  surprising 
piece  of  subtilty  (p.  224.)  to  bring  yourself  off  from  the  just  and 
well-grounded  suspicion  of  making  the  Son  a  precariom  being. 
It  is  a  difficult  matter  to  force  logic  against  common  sense  ;  but 
you  are  resolute  enough  to  try.  Your  words,  speaking  of  the 
Son's  existing  by  the  Father's /r^  act  and  choice,  (which  is  Dr. 
Oaike's  known  sense  of  this  matter,)  are  these :  "  Which  yet 
^*  no  more  implies  the  Son  to  be  di,  precarious  and  mutable  being^ 
"  than  those  perfections  of  God,  his  power,  justice,  goodness, 
**  veracity,  and  the  like,  (the  exercise  whereof  always  implies  the 
*'  notion  of  action,  and  consequently  depends  wholly  on  the  wiU 
"  of  the  agent,)  are  therefore  mwe  precariom  or  tmcertain  in 
"  their  effects,  than  those  other  perfections,  (which  imply  in 
**  them  nothing  of  action,  and  consequently  have  no  dependence 
*'  upon  the  mil  of  the  agent,)  such  as  eternity,  omnipresence, 
**  omniscience,  or  the  like.'' 

Here,  if  one  may  presume  to  understand  such  obscure  reason- 
ing, God  the  Son  is  proved  to  be  920  precariom  being,  because  the 
acts  of  Grod  s  justice,  goodness,  &c.  are  certain  in  their  effects : 
which  they  undoubtedly  are,  whether  God  pleases  to  annihilate 
or  to  bring  into  existence.  Therefore,  most  evidently,  the  Son 
10  no  precariom  being :  nor  is  any  creature  whatever  at  all  pre- 
carious  or  mutable,  by  the  same  way  of  reasoning.  A  mighty 
honour  done  to  God  the  Son,  to  make  him  no  more  precarious 
than  the  rest  of  the  creation.  Certain  however  it  is,  that,  upon 
your  princifJes,  there  is  no  natwral  necessity  for  his  existing :  he 
might  either  never  have  existed,  or  may  even  cease  to  exist,  (as 
much  as  may  be  said  of  any  creature,)  if  it  should  please  God  so 
to  order  it.  This  is  the  proper  and  full  notion  of  a  precarious 
being,  a  being  having  no  necessary  foundation  of  existence,  but 
depending  entirely  upon  the  free-toiU  and  choice  of  another  being. 
All  the  subtilties  imaginable  can  never  bring  you  off  here, 
any  more  than  they  can  bring  together  both  ends  of  a  con- 
tradiction. 

Our  readers  may  now  see  plainly  what  you  have  been  doing. 
You  set  out  with  general  and  ambiguous  words  of  the  Father's 
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being  ahne  supreme  in  ^'authority,  dominion,  ke.'"  But,  at 
length,  you  can  make  nothing  of  it,  without  interpreting  this 
supremacy  by  the  perfection  of  sdZ-eofistenee^  and  self-existence  by 
necessary  existence ;  thereby  depressing  God  the  Son  into  pre- 
carious  existence.  Now  indeed  you  have  made  the  Father  scls 
Governor  very  effectually :  for  who  will  ever  be  so  mad  as  to 
dispute,  whether  skprecarvms  being,  a  creature,  be  subject  to  his 
Creator  ?  But  let  us  return  to  the  Query,  and  consider  whether 
those  eminent  characteristics,  specified  in  the  texts  cited,  are 
such  as  at  all  suit  with  a  finite,  dependent,  {^^eearious,  created 
being. 

You  pretend  (p.  225.)  that  "  no  distinguishing  character  of 
"  the  one  supreme  God  is  ascribed  to  the  Son  in  Scripture.'*' 
But  let  the  reader  see  the  texts  which  ascaribe  ommscience,  know- 
ledge of  the  heart,  eternity,  to  the  Son ;  attributes  by  Scripture 
appropriated  to  the  one  true  Qod :  besides  some  titles,  appearing 
in  these  texts,  applied  to  Christ,  and  appropriate  likewise  to  the 
cne  God.  As  to  two  or  throe  other  characters,  which  you  men- 
tion as  appropriate  to  the  one  God^  and  which  are  not  applied 
(as  you  pretend)  to  the  Son;  see  my  Sermons^,  and  what  I 
have  said  above :  I  do  not  love  to  fiU  my  paper  with  repetition 
as  often  as  you  do  yours.  You  come  next  to  lessen  the  charao- 
ters  given  to  God  the  Son.  He  is  ''  Searcher  of  the  heart  ^ 
bat  as  "  received  of  the  Father  -^  which  the  text  says  not  one 
word  of.  Only,  four  verses  lower,  it  is  said,  that  he  received 
"  power  ovOT  the  nations,^'  of  the  Father ;  which  is  very  wide 
of  our  present  purpose.  You  have  some  pretences  to  elude  the 
force  of  the  title  **  First  and  Last  C  which  see  answered  in  my 
Sermons'.  As  to  "  mighty  God,'"  you  pretend  the  Father  is  so 
absohOehf,  the  Son  with  limitation ;  and  here  you  refer  to  the 
Son's  being  {li^yiXt)^  ^vkrjs  &yy€kos)  angel  of  his  great  council ; 
which  is  not  according  to  the  Hebrew,  and  so  is  of  no  account 
while  I  am  arguing  from  Scripture^  not  from  the  Fathers.  The 
Fathw  is  '^  Lord  of  all,^  you  say,  ^^  absolutely  :'^  and  so  is  the 
Son,  for  any  thing  that  appears ;  though  the  Father  '^  put  all 
*'  things  under  him.'*'  Let  it  be  shewn  that  the  Father  has  any 
natural  subjects,  which  are  not  equally  subjects  of  the  Son  too. 
There  is  therefore  no  ground  for  your  imaginary  limitations  in 
respect  of  the  powers  and  perfections  ascribed  to  the  Son. 

You  add,  (p.  228.)  that  nothing  can  be ''  communicated  to 
^  the  one  supreme  God.""     The  force  of  this  lies  only  in  the 
*  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  167.  1  Ibid.  p.  143, 144. 

N  n  2 
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terms.  The  fir^t  Person  may  eternally  communicate  to  the 
second^  and  both  be  one  God.  "  He  can  have  nothing,''  you  say, 
"  of  himself  f '  weD  ;  if  he  has  it  but  in  himsel/,  and  of  the  Father^ 
it  suffices.  The  question  is  not  whence  he  has  his  perfections, 
but  what  he  has.  It  is  remarkable,  you  say,  that  the  "  throne« 
*'  kingdom,  &c.  is  never  ascribed  to  Christ  upon  account  of  his 
"  part  in  the  work  of  creation,''  p.  ^30.  And  what  if  it  is  not  ; 
The  Father  is  recommended  to  us  principally  as  Creator^  the 
Son  as  Redeemer^  to  keep  up  a  more  distinct  notion  of  their 
Persons  and  offices.  What  a  stress  do  you  lay  upon  common 
things  taught  in  our  Catechism!  Besides,  I  had  obviated  this 
cavil  in  my  Defence™.  It  is  remarkable  again,  you  say,  "  that 
^'  the  descriptions  of  the  Word,  in  the  Old  Testament,  always 
''  represent  him  as  the  Anpel  or  Messenger.'*^  You  should  only 
have  said  ffeneraUy :  and  there  is  good  reason  why ;  because  by 
that  criterion  chiefly,  we  know  that  it  was  God  the  Son^  not  Grod 
the  Father.  He  is  at  the  same  time  represented  also  as  God, 
and  as  Lord^  Jehovah^  &c.  What  use  you  can  make  of  this  re^ 
markable  thing  has  been  shewn.  I  pass  over  your  speculations 
on  Dan.  vii.  13, 14.  as  carrying  no  argument  in  them.  You  go 
on  in  speaking  of  Christ^ s  receiving  dominion ;  which  relates  only 
to  the  economy  or  dispensation :  according  to  which  Grod  the 
Father  will  receive  a  kingdom  at  the  last  day,  and  enlarge  his 
dominion  over  his  subjects.  As  to  Phil.  ii.  6.  I  refer  to  my 
fifth  Sermon ;  where  I  had  obviated  your  pretences  before  you 
made  them.  You  insist  upon  your  construction  of  iXki. :  which 
if  admitted,  yet  you  can  never  ascertain  your  whole  construction, 
(as  I  shewed  in  my  Sermon ",)  but  the  words  wiU  still  naturally 
bear  a  meaning  opposite  to  yours.  However,  as  to  your  criti- 
cisms about  the  use  of  iiKKh,  in  that  place,  they  appear  to  me  of 
no  manner  of  force.  The  sense  is  exceeding  clear  and  unbarrassed, 
running  thus :  ^'  Who,  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not 
"  robbery  to  be  equal  with  Grod :"  (see  how  great,  how  divine  a 
Person  he  was :)  "  yet,  notwithstanding,  he  humbled  himself^ 
"  &c."  You  pretend  that  the  words,  "  thought  it  not  robbery," 
would  be  the  example  proposed.     No ;  but  they  are  part  of  the 

»  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  433, 434.  That  Clemens  here  interprets  the 

n  Sermon  v.  vol.  ii.  p.  no.  place  as    I    do,    appears    irom  his 

o  Clemens  understands  it  in  the  changing   atCkh  into    de,    from   his 

same  way  as  I  do.  ^Or  cV  fiop^^  OcoO  making  a  pause  after  Xtra  Bc^,  and 

vtrdpx^v,  ovx  afmayyiov  rjyfivaro  to  from  ms  choosing  a  new  subject  of 

ciMu  lira  6c^'   €K€v<a<r€v  dc   tavrov  6  his  proposition,  6  dukoucripfJMv  Ocof, 

<f>iKoiKTlpiiMv  Ocoff,  a-Sxrai  top  &/$pcowov  instead  of  6r  precedmg. 
y\ix6fupos.     Clem,  Alex,  p.  8.  Ox. 
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prefcuse  to  it,  to  make  the  example  the  more  forcible  and  the 
more  endearing :  so  that  I  may  return  you  the  compliment  of 
inattention. 

In  my  Sermons,  you  tell  me,  "  I  most  absurdly  interpret 
"  Grod^s  highly  exalting  Christ,  in  the  same  sense  as  men  in  their 
"  prayers  highly  exalt  God.**^  No ;  but  if  you  had  not  had  a 
strong  propensity  to  misrepresentation,  you  would  have  said  in 
the  same  sense  as  men  in  preaching^  or  the  like,  exalt  God  by 
proclaiming  and  publishing  his  praises.  And  now  where  is  there 
any  the  least  appearance  of  absurdity,  after  taking  out  the  idea 
oi praying  ;  which  you  improperly  threw  in,  to  abuse  the  reader, 
and  to  give  some  colour  to  your  accusation  \  I  always  suspect  a 
magisterial  censure  to  have  no  weight  at  the  bottom  :  it  is  to  make 
up  in  the  manner  what  it  wants  in  the  substance.  Shew  me  one 
instance  in  the  Scripture  and  Apocrypha  together,  of  your  sense  of 
vTr4pvy^6Gi^  and  I  will  give  you  above  thirty  of  mine.  Indeed,  I 
know  but  of  a  single  place  where  it  can  bear  such  a  sense  as  you 
are  contending  for ;  which  is  Psalm  xxxvii.  35.  And  yet  there 
it  may  as  weU  bear  mine.  Please  to  tell  me  why  i^epi;>/roa>  may 
not  as  well  be  so  used  as  hoiiC^,  and  why  one  should  be  thought 
more  abswrd  than  the  other,  and  I  will  stand  corrected.  I 
shewed  you  that  I  was  not  singular  in  interpreting  v^epi/^/roo),  by 
hoi&Cfiiy  in  that  place.  The  context  favoured  it,  the  words  would 
well  bear  it ;  and  an  ancient  Greek  writer,  under  the  name  of 
Dionysius,  as  well  as  a  Latin  writer,  under  the  name  of  Ambrose, 
were  beforehand  with  me  in  it.  And  what  if  your  own  favourite 
EusebiusP  should  be  found  to  chime  in  with  both!  I  love  not 
to  be  positive  where  I  may  be  mistaken :  but  it  appears  to  me 
extremely  probable,  from  Eusebius^s  manner  of  speaking  of  it, 
that  his  sense  of  vire/>v^oa>  was  the  same  with  mine :  and  the 
rather,  because  Origen  (of  whom  Eusebius  was  a  great  admirer) 
would  never  have  admitted  iTrffnAJfom  in  your  sense  of  the  word, 
understanding  it  of  Christ  in  his  highest  capacity ;  as  Eusebius 
plainly  does.  Nor  do  I  think  that  Eusebius  ever  had  so  low  an 
opinion  of  God  the  Son,  as  to  think  him  capable  of  being  exalted 
in  any  other  sense  but  that  of  being  glorified^  or  having  his 
glory  manifested.     It  is  observable,  that  Eusebius  does  not 


m^a^lias^aa'ikfaT&tfSKciv — —ivovrci  Euseb.  contr.  MarceU.   p.  70.   Conf. 

do(dCovTaT6viavTovIlar€pa,duoifiaiws  Josh.  iii.  7.  apxofiai  vyftwrM  <rt  Karat 

dtmdo(a(tiif  6  Ilar^p,  Koi  Kvpwv,  koX  vamiou  nattrciv. 
2«orrjpa,  koX  Otbv  t&u  SKti>Vf  koi  ow- 
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interpret  the  text  of  constittUing  our  Sayionr  Lwd^  King^  and 
Ood;  but  recognising,  or  manifesting  him  as  such:  and  it  is 
certain  that  Eusebius  resolves  all  the  Son's  real  and  essential 
greatness  into  his  S(mship%  and  not  into  any  subsequent  ex- 
altation. It  was  as  Son  of  God  that  he  acknowledged  him 
Lord^  and  8at>umr^  and  King,  and  God:  i^erein  Eusebius's 
theology,  however  you  may  boast  of  him,  very  fiir  exceeds  yours. 
You  charge  me  with  interpreting  Ix^piauro  most  absurdly.  I 
suppose^  if  you  had  had  any  rmison  to  assign,  you  would  have 
obliged  us  with  it.  I  see  no  ahmrdSty  in  interpreting  gitmg  a 
name  to  be  givmg  a  name;  which  is  all  I  have  (k>ne.  But  it  is 
very  absurd  of  you  to  imagine  that  God  may  not  glorify  his  Son, 
as  well  as  his  Son  may  glorify  him ;  by  spreading  and  extolling 
his  name  over  the  whole  creation. 

You  go  on  to  Heb.  i.  %.  "  Whom  he  hath  appointed  heir 
"  of  all  things  \*  by  which  you  intend^  I  suppose,  to  prove  that 
he  was  not  L(^d  before :  though  in  the  very  same  verse  it  is 
said,  ^^by  whom  also  he  made  the  worlds.*"  Might  not  this 
shew  you  that  the  Apostle  is  only  speaking  of  that  peculiar  and 
special  right  founded  in  the  merits  of  Christ^s  redemption  ;  by 
which  he  became,  in  a  more  special  sense,  Lord  of  all  he  had 
redeemed ;  just  as  Qod  the  Father  became,  in  a  more  spedai 
sense  than  before,  Lord  of  the  Jews,  upon  his  choosing  them  as 
his  pectUium^  or  upon  his  delivering  them  from  Egyptian  slavery  I 
What  you  are  here  endeavouring,  it  is  hard  to  devise ;  unless 
you  are  coming  directly  into  the  Socinian  scheme;  for  which 
only,  your  present  discourse  is  calculated.  You  observe>  ^^  Then 
^^  it  was  that  God  said.  Thou  art  my  Son,  this  day  have  I 
"  begotten  thee."  What  then !  Was  he  not  the  begotten  Son 
long  before  I  If  he  was,  then  you  are  proving  nothing  more  than 
that  the  Son^s  glory  was  manifested  in  time ;  which  is  certainly 
true  both  of  the  Faither  and  Son :  if  you  msan  otherwise,  you 
run  directly  into  Sodmanism;  as  I  before  hinted.  You  add^ 
'^  Then  it  was,  that  God  commanded.  Let  aU  the  angels  of  God 
"  worship  him.*"  And  why  did  you  not  add,  that  then  it 
ioas^  that  ^^  he  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth,^  and  then  it  was^ 
that  the  ^heavens  were  the  works  of  his  hands T  Do  you 
imagine  that  St.  Paul,  in  that  chapter,  had  no  other  design,  but 

4  Kja06  dc  fi6pos  aM?,  6  4^  airov  trt^tiVy  koi  irpoa-Kvvtuf  fi6pov  aMtf  o2b 

ytvmiOfU  Tov  Tkn-pbs  iv  ftop0$  vnrjpx*  Kvptoy,  kcli  imriipa,  mu.  6«6y  hnrrrjs 

rov  B€W  ToO  aoparov,  xek  iFpc»T6froKos  ii^iiaBriKap^v.    Eittd^,   cotUr,  Biorc^ 

awaofis    Kri<r€a»r    bi6   koX   Ttft/^P,  icai  p.  69. 
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to  describe  the  manifestations  of  Christ's  glory  subsequent  to  his 
inoamation  i  You  find,  that  he  was  the  Lord,  who  in  the  "  be- 
"  ginning  laid  the  foundations  of  the  earth  f^  which  is  a  stronger 
character  than  all  the  rest  put  together  ;  and  may  convince  you 
that  he  was  Lord  long  before  his  inoamation,  as  John  i.  i. 
declares  him  God  before  the  creation.  To  your  pretences  about 
the  Son^s  "receiving  power,  glory,  &c.'*  I  had  answered,  with 
many  of  the  Fathers,  that  he  received  in  capacity  of  man,  what  in 
another  capacity  he  had  before  ever  enjoyed.  This  is  not  the 
only  good  answer  to  the  diflSculty  proposed  :  I  have  myself  made 
use  of  another,  which  may  as  effectually  serve  to  take  off  the 
imaginary  force  of  your  argument.  But  let  us  hear  what  you 
have  to  say  to  it.  You  ''  no  where  find  this  distinction  in  Scrip- 
"  ture.^^  What !  Do  not  you  find  that  he  was  God,  and  that  he 
was  also  man  f  When  you  have  found  this,  you  have  found  the 
distinction.  But  you  ^^  no  where  find  in  Scripture  any  thing 
*'  given  to  Christ,  or  any  thing  ascribed  to  him,  but  what  is 
"  applied  to  his  whole  Person.""  We  say,  whatever  is  applied,  is 
applied  to  his  whole  Person  ;  but  considered  sectmdum  quid,  or  in 
a  certain  capacity,  not  in  every  respect  which  goes  in  to  make  up 
the  Person.  And  can  you  pretend  to  deny  this?  Let  us  see 
what  you  are  like  to  make  of  it.  Jesus  increased  in  stature : 
Will  you  say,  that  the  Word  (for  that  you  certainly  allow  to  be 
constitutive  of  the  Persofi)  grew  taller  and  larger,  because  this  is 
applied  to  the  Person?  He  sioeat,  as  it  were,  ffreat  drops  of 
blood :  Was  the  A6yos  in  a  sweat  1  He  died^  and  was  buried^  and 
he  lay  in  the  grownd :  according  to  you,  the  whole  Person,  the 
AJyo9,  it  seems,  as  well  as  the  body,  suffered  all  this;  for 
you  know  of  nothing  that  was  ever  applied  to  part  of  the  Person^ 
but  to  the  whole  Person.  When  you  consider  this  matter  again, 
learn  to  form  your  argument  with  a  little  more  judgment :  for 
you  seem  not,  at  present,  to  know  how  to  oppose  us  in  the  best 
method,  nor  how  to  give  your  cause  the  advantage  it  is  really 
capable  of.  You  should  not  have  found  fault  with  us  for 
applying  any  thing  to  a  compotmd  person,  in  such  respect  op 
capacity  only  as  is  suitable  thereto ;  for  tliis  is  the  commonest 
thing  imaginable,  and  is  done  every  day,  as  often  as  we  say 
Peter  or  John  is  fat,  lean,  low,  tall,  well,  sick,  or  the  like :  but 
you  should  have  laid  your  argument  against  our  taking  so  much 
in  as  we  do  into  the  Person  of  Christ,  (the  A6yos,  the  soul  and 
the  body^)  and  then  you  might  have  shewn  some  degree  of  acute- 
ness.     But  it  is  not  my  business  lo  point  out  to  you  the  properest 
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way  of  defending  your  heresy^  which  is  every  way  indefensible : 
it  may  suffice,  if  I  reply  to  such  things  as  you  have  to  produce. 

You  say,  "judgment  was  not  given  to  part  of  him  which  is  the 
"  Son  of  man ;  but  to  him,  because  he  is  the  Son  of  man.*' 
There  is  nothing  at  all  in  your  argument :  for,  suppose  a  vxnmd 
or  a  plaster y  to  be  given  to  Peter,  that  is,  to  the  whole  Person  ; 
yet,  I  suppose,  it  may  be  understood  with  respect  to  one  part 
only  of  him,  viz.  his  body.  But  I  have  allowed  you  that  the 
authority  of  executing  judgment  was  economically  devolved  upon 
Christ  (considered  in  both  capacities)  as  the  properest  Person 
for  it ;  being  equal  to  the  charge  as  Ghd^  and  over  and  above 
peculiarly  fitted  for  it  as  being  also  man ;  and  so  a  more 
suitable  judge  of  man^.  The  reason  then  why,  out  of  three 
dinine  Persons ,  Christ  is  peculiarly  appointed  to  the  office  oi  judg- 
ing us,  is  because  he  had  to  his  divinity  superinduced  the  humanity, 
and  thereby  familiarized  himself  the  more  to  us.  You  see  then, 
that  your  ingenious  argument  about  parts,  however  it  might 
affect  another  hypothesis,  (though  it  can  really  hurt  none,)  does 
not  at  all  concern  my  account  of  that  matter. 

As  to  the  place  of  Hermas,  which  I  produced  in  my  Defence, 
I  refer  the  reader  to  Bishop  Bull  and  Dr.  Grabe.  All  you  have 
to  object,  is  the  expression  of  corpus,  by  which  you  understand 
a  human  body ;  I,  the  whole  human  nature,  consisting  of  body 
and  soul.  Nothing  more  common  in  writers  than  to  express 
the  whole  man  by  flesh,  or  body  ^;  and  by  the  latter  especially, 
when  considered  as  a  servant:  so  that  your  construction  is 
at  least  very  precarious;  and  is  what  neither  the  expression 
itself,  nor  what  goes  along  with  it,  gives  any  reasonable  ground 
for.  But  I  leave  that  matter  to  be  considered  by  the  learned ; 
there  being  some  difficulties  as  to  the  text  of  Hermas,  not  yet 
fully  adjusted  by  the  manuscripts. 

You  are  insinuating  the  same  thing  of  Novatian  which  you 
had  before  of  Hermas ;  as  if  he  imagined  the  Word  to  have 
assumed ^A  only,  without  a  soul:  which,  if  true,  we  would  give 
you  up  Novatian  for  a  very  silly  man,  and  withal  a  heretic. 
The  point  of  Christ's  having  a  human  soul  was  a  thing  so  settled 
in  Novatian's  time,  and  long  before ;  so  universally  maintained 

'  Pater  Verbum  suum  visibile  effe-    et  scire  hunc  a  quo  judicentur.     Iren, 
cit  omni  fieri  cami,  incamatum  et    lib.  iii.  cap.  p.  p,  184. 
ipsiun,  ut    in   omnibus    manifestus        "  See  Suicer's  Thesaurus  in  adp^ 
fieret  rex  eorum.     Etenim  ea  quae^  and  o-ca/xa. 
^|4idicantur  oportebat  videre  judicem,' 
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from  the  very  beginning  of  Christianity,  by  all  the  Fathers^  with- 
out exception ;  that  had  Novatian  taught  otherwise,  he  could  not 
have  passed  for  a  schismatic  only.  You  may  see  what  Socrates  < 
says  to  that  point,  who  was  himself  of  the  Novatian  sect,  and  his 
testimony'therefore  the  more  material ;  as  disciples  seldom  vary  in 
any  thing  very  considerable  from  their  leaders.  He  declares^  that 
aU  the  cmcients  (sure  he  did  not  exclude  the  head  of  his  own  party) 
believed  that  Christ  had  a  hmnan  soul^  and  asserted  it  as  a  doc- 
trine tmiversally  received.  He  mentions  Irenseus,  Clemens,  Apol- 
linaris  of  Hierapolis,  Serapion  Bishop  of  Antioch,  the  Synod 
that  met  about  the  case  of  Beryllus,  Origen,  Pamphilus  and 
Eusebius :  and  it  is  evident  still  from  their  own  works,  of  as 
many  as  have  left  us  any.  To  those  he  has  named,  may  be 
added  Clemens  Bomanus"^  Justin  Martyr*,  Melitoy,  Hippo- 
lytus*,  Tertullian^,  and  perhaps  several  more  which  may  have 
escaped  my  notice.  Now,  what  will  Novatian'^s  single  testimony 
signify  against  such  a  cloud  of  witnesses  i  But  the  more  uni- 
versal the  doctrine  was,  the  less  probable  is  it  that  Novatian 
should  dissent  from  it.  And  indeed  you  have  no  foundation  for 
any  such  suspicion  of  him,  more  than  what  lies  in  the  use  of  the 
word  carOi flesh;  which  is  a  very  common  expression  for  man 
(body  and  soul)  in  Scripture  itself,  as  well  as  in  ecclesiastical 
writers.  Besides  that  Novatian  interprets  Christ's  being  made 
fleshy  by  his  assuming  of  man^  hunc  hominem,  ^this  man:  which 
is  a  name  he  would  scarce  have  given  to  mere  body  or  flesh ;  well 
knowing  that  man  is  made  up  both  of  lody  and  soul.  Your 
pretence  about  Bon  of  Ood  and  Son  of  inan  being  two  Persons^ 
(upon  my  scheme,)  hinted  only,  without  any  reason  to  support 
it,  may  be  passed  over.  The  clearing  of  that  matter  will 
require  a  large  discussion  of  the  true  notion  and  definition  of  a 
person ;  whidi  you  have  not  attempted :  I,  perhaps,  may,  in  a 
proper  place.  What  you  add  further  is  of  more  weight,  that  I 
seem  to  suppose  that  the  ^  glory  which  Christ  had  before  the 
*'  world  was,  is  the  very  same  with  that  authority  and  power  of 
'*  judgmenf^  (so  you  express  it)  "  wherewith  he  was  invested 
"  after  his  resurrection.*"     But   that  authority  and  power  of 

^  Socrates  Eccl.  H.  lib.  iii.  cap.  7.        ^  Hippolytus  contr.  Noet.  cap.  17. 

p.  178.  p.  18. 

"  Clem.  Rom.  Epist.  cap.  49.  p.        »  Tertnlliaii  contr.  Prax.  cap.  16, 

169.  Cant.  30.  de  Cam.  Christi,  cap.  10. 

^  Apol.  ii.  cap.  10.  p.  26.  ^  Caro  fit,  et  habitat  m  nobis,  hoc 

y  Melito  apud  Cav.  Hist.  lit.  torn,  est,    assmnit    hunc    hominem,  &c. 

ii.  p.  33.  Novat,  cap.  16. 
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%  as  you  call  it,  is  what  our  I..ord  had  before  his  resur- 
rectiony  as  himself  declares,  John  v.  a8,  &o.  And  what  /  suppose^ 
is  this ;  that  all  the  potoers,  glories^  honoura,  given  to  the  Son, 
were  nothing  but  so  many  declarations,  indications,  or  manifes- 
tations of  the  dignity  and  divimty  of  his  Person :  which  dignity 
and  divinity  had  been  celebrated  in  heaven  before,  and  were  now 
to  be  recogmsed  after  his  incarnation  and  hu/n£iliation :  so  that  in 
the  main,  this  was  no  more  than  receiving  the  same  honours 
he  before  had,  and  returning^  as  it  were,  to  the  same  state 
oi  glory ;  only  now  clothed  with  humanity,  whidi  before  he  was 
not. 

You  have  something  further  to  observe  of  Hermas,  in  respect 
of  coheir.  How  can  the  divins  nature,  say  you,  be  heir  of  any 
thing  ?  But  I  hope  a  Son  may,  without  offence,  be  said  to  be 
heir  to  all  his  Father^s  glories,  in  allusion  to  what  passes  among 
men,  though  the  similitude  may  not  answer  in  every  circum- 
stance. It  is  a  Hvely  and  elegant  way  of  conveying  to  us  a 
notion  of  divvne  things ;  and  is  to  be  understood,  like  many 
passages  of  Scripture,  ^eoTrpcTrwy,  though  spoken  ^OpunroTraOSis. 

You  conclude  with  a  passage  of  Irenseus,  which  I  have  cited 
in  my  Sermons  <^;  whither,  to  save  myself  trouble,  I  refer  the 
reader ;  who  may  there  also  find  a  sufficient  explication  of  it. 
What  you  infer  from  it  is,  that  the  "  Word  received  an 
"  additional  power  and  glory  upon  his  resurrection.**^  Power  is 
an  ambiguous  word :  but  he  received  an  additional  mani/estaiion 
of  his  glory ;  as  God  the  Father  also  did  at  the  very  same 
time,  as  well  as  often  before.  And  he  became  Lord  and  Pro- 
prietor  ot  mankind,  under  a  more  peculiar  title  and  stricter 
alliance :  just  as  God  the  Father,  when  he  had  by  his  many 
deliverances,  favours,  and  blessings,  made  the  people  of  the  Jews 
more  peculiarly  his  oion^  became  their  Lord  in  a  strict  and 
special  sense.  Thus  both  Father  and  Son  will  (we  hope) 
receive  daily  additions  of  external  honowr,  and  increase  of 
dondmon,  by  the  coming  in  of  Jews,  Turks,  Pagans,  and  Infidels. 
God^s  full  ki/ngdom  is  not  yet  come ;  we  pray  for  it :  and  if  the 
Father  himself  be  not  yet  completely  King,  in  the  fullest  sense, 
what  wonder  is  it,  if  we  hear  of  our  Lord's  receiving  a  kingdom, 
or  dominion^  in  time.  External  relations  may  accrue  to  any  of 
the  divine  Persons,  such  as  domdnion,  &c.  But  your  great  mis- 
fortune is,  that  you  can  no  where  find  divinity  accruing  to  God 
the  Son,  (except  it  be  by  eternal  generation ;)  you  can  no  where 
<^  SermoDS,  vol.  ii.  p.  114,  115. 
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find,  that  he  was  ever  constituted  God'^^  (as  he  might  be  Lord;) 
or  that  ^e  became,  by  any  new  accession,  more  truly  or  more 
fully  God  than  he  was  ever  before.  This  consideration  at  once 
shews  the  weakness  of  your  hypothesis^  (as  I  hinted  above,)  and  is 
alone  sufficient  to  unravel  all  your  fallacies. 


Query  VII. 


Texts  iq)plied 


To  the  one  God, 


Thou,  even  thoii  only,  knowest  the 
hearts  of  all  the  children  of  men,  i  Kings 
viii.  39. 

I  the  Lord  search  the  hearts,  I  try  the 
reins,  Jer.  xvii.  10. 

I  am  the  first,  and  I  am  the  last ;  and 
beside  me  there  is  no  God,  Isa.  xliv.  6. 

I  am  Alpha  and  OmegAy  the  beginning 
and  the  end,  Rev.  i.  8. 

King  of  kings,  and  Lord  of  lords, 
I  Tim.  vi.  15. 

The  mighty  God,  Is.  x.  21. 

Lord  over  all,  Rom.  x.  13. 


To  the  Son, 


He  knew  all  men,  &&  John  ii.  24. 
Thou  knowest  all  things,  John  xvi.  30. 
Which  knowest  the  hearts  of  all  men. 
Acts  i.  24. 

I  am  he  that  searcheth  the  reins  and 
the  heart,  Rev.  ii.  3. 

I  am  the  first,  and  I  am  the  l^st,  Rev. 
i.  17. 

I  am  Alpha  and  Omega,  the  beginning 
and  the  end,  Rev.  xxii.  13. 

Lord  of  lords,  and  King  of  kings,  Rev. 
xvii.  14.  xix.  16. 

The  mighty  God,  Is.  ix.  6. 

He  is  Lord  of  all,  Acts  x.  36.  Over 
all,  God  blessed,  &c.  Rom.  ix.  5.  e 


^  Novatian  is  the  only  ancient 
writer  I  have  observed  to  say  any 
thing  like  it ;  in  the  words 

Imiversae  creaturae  et  Dominus  et 
Deus  constitutus  esse  reperitur.  Nov. 
cap.  15. 

Yet  his  constant  way,  at  other 
times,  is  to  resolve  the  Son's  divinity 
into  his  Sonship  : 

Deum  credendum  esse  qui  er  Deo 
sit  ci^.  II.  Deus  quia  Dei  Filius 
comprobatur.  cap.  16.  Hoc  ipsiun 
tamen  a  Patre  proprio  consecutus,  ut 
omnium  et  Deus  esset,  et  Dominus 
esset,  et  Deus  ad  formam  Dei  Patris 
ex  ipso  genitus  atque  prolatus.  cap. 
17.  Deus,  sed  qua  Fihus  Dei  natus 
ex  Deo.  cap.  18.  Deus  ergo  processit 
ex  Deo,  dum  qui  processit  Sermo, 
Deus  est  qui  processit  ex  Deo.  cap. 
33.  Unum  potest  dici,  dum  ex  ipso 
est,  et  dum  Filius  ejus  est,  et  dum  ex 
ipso  nascitur,  dum  ex  ipso  processisse 


reperitur,  per  quod  et  Deus  est.  cap. 
33.  Quoniam  ex  Deo  est,  merito 
Deus;  quia  Dei  Filius  dictus  sit.  cap. 
36.  Personse  Christi  convenit  ut  et 
Deus  sit^  quia  Dei  l^us.  cap.  36. 
Est  ergo  Deus,  sed  in  hoc  ipsum 
genitus  ut  esset  Deus.  cap.  31. 

These  passages  considered,  it  is 
manifest  that  Novatian,  in  the  former 
place  cited,  either  used  the  word  con^ 
stitutus  improperly,  for  positus,  thatis» 
declaratus:  (see  chap,  xii.)  or  else, 
which  appears  to  me  most  probable, 
that  arguing  there  against  the  heretics, 
who  would  not  allow  Christ  to  be 
more  than  mant  he  was  content  at 
first  to  bring  them  so  &r,  at  least,  as 
to  admit  Christ  to  be  God  m  a  higher 
sense  than  Moses,  and  so  by  degrees, 
to  bring  them  up  to  Catholic  prin- 
ciples. 

«  N.  B.  These  texts  should  have 
been  inserted  in  Query  vi. 
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Whether  the  Father's  omniscience  and  eternity  are  not  one  and  the 
same  with  the  Son's,  being  alike  described,  and  in  the  same  phrases  ? 

HERE  you  a>nfiweT,  that  underived  and  derived  are  not  the 
same.  To  which  I  answer,  that  wisdom  of  wisdom  is  one  wisdom^ 
omniscience  of  omniscience  one  omniscience ;  just  as  substance  of 
substance  is  one  substance,  Light  of  Light  one  Light,  and  God  of 
God  one  God ;  because  of  the  inseparable  Unity  of  the  Persons, 
and  their  mutually  including  and  containing  each  other.  As  to 
the  degree  of  sameness,  I  before  intimated  that  it  is  inexplicable  ; 
and  is  no  more  to  be  accounted  for  than  your  supposing  the 
sams  wisdom,  &c.  to  reside  in  innumerable  infinitely  distant  parts 
of  the  same  substance.  This  controversy  (whatever  you  imagine) 
is  not  to  be  decided  by  metaphysics,  but  by  Scripture  and  <m- 
tiquity ;  where  we  may  find  some  footing,  which  we  cannot  in 
the  other. 

Your  next  answer  therefore  is  more  sober,  could  it  but  be 
proved  to  be  just.  You  deny  that  the  Son's  omniscience  and 
eternity  are  alike  described,  and  in  the  same  phrase.  It  lies 
then  upon  you  to  shew  the  difference ;  as  I  have  shewn  the  resem- 
blance.  It  is  not  necessary  that  every  phrase  which  is  used  of 
the  Father  be  also  used  of  the  Son.  I  singled  out  some  of  the 
strongest,  fullest,  and  most  expressive ;  shewing  that  they  are 
applied  to  both :  and  if  they  were  not  the  strongest,  yet  if  they 
are  such  as  Scripture  has  declared  peculiar  to  the  one  God,  my 
argument  is  just,  and  it  would  have  become  you  first  to  answer 
it,  and  then  to  call  it  a  quibble. 

You  interpreted  the  texts  which  concern  the  Sony's  omniscience 
of  a  relatvce  omniscience :  upon  which  I  blamed  you  for  speaking 
of  a  relative  omniscience,  instead  of  saying  plainly,  that  the  Son 
was  Tiot  omniscient ;  that  so  we  might  have  come  directly  to  the 
question.  Here,  by  a  peculiar  kind  of  turn,  proper  to  yourself, 
you  tell  me  how  ill  I  treat  Scripture.  Why  so!  Are  you  so 
perfectly  wrapped  up  in  Scripture,  that  the  justest  rebuke 
imaginable  cannot  reach  you,  but  through  the  sides  of  the  Scrip- 
ture f  "  Our  Lord,*"  you  say,  "  told  his  Apostles,  that  the  Holy 
'^  Ghost  should  teach  them  all  things,  and  guide  them  into  all 
**  truth :  might  he  not  better  have  said,''  (so  you  go  on,)  "  that 
^'  he  should  not  teach  them  all  things,  and  not  guide  them  into 
"  all  truth  r  Now,  at  length,  it  is  out :  and  thus  I  have  mal- 
treated Scripture.  Was  there  ever  a  wilder  inference?  You 
should  have  considered,  that  there  was  no  question  raised  about 
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the  ApofideB  and  their  omniscience :  if  there  had,  I  doubt  not 
but  our  Lord  would  have  readily  said^  what  was  true,  that  the 
Apostles  were  not  omniscient.  He  would  not  have  disguised  his 
sentiments,  nor  have  deceived  his  hearers  with  cmhigrwm  terms, 
when  they  wanted  to  be  resolved  in  an  important  matter,  and 
honestly  desired  to  have  tiie  truth  fairly  examined  and  scanned. 
And  therefore  your  asking,  ''  Had  he  not  better  have  said,"^ 
and  repeating  it  again  and  again,  is  mere  trifling ;  unless  you 
can  shew  that  our  Lord  or  the  sacred  tcriters  had  been  called 
upon  (in  such  manner  and  in  such  circumstances  as  Dr.  Clarke 
and  you  have  been)  to  declare  what  they  meant,  and  to  let  truth 
have  9k  fair  trial.  But  by  this  round  about  way  you  would 
insinuate^  1  presume,  (for  still  you  are  shifting,  and  do  not  care 
to  speak  out,)  that  the  texts  speaking  of  the  Son's  omniscience 
are  of  no  force,  because  something  of  like  kind  has  been  said  of 
the  Apostles^  whom  all  allow  not  to  be  omniscient.  To  this  I 
answer,  i.  That  the  expressions  relating  to  our  Saviour  are  much 
stronger  than  the  other :  such  as  knmoing  all  men^  knowing  the 
hearts  of  all  men,  searching  the  reins  and  the  heart :  a  kind  of 
knowledge  peculiar  to  Grod  alone.  2.  Considering  that  our  Lord 
was  Son  of  God,  and  likewise  Oodj  sugh  expressions  would  very 
probably  be  taken  in  their  most  obvious  and  literal  sense :  and 
therefore  they  should  not  have  been  applied  to  him,  (without 
guard  and  caution,)  unless  really  so  intended,  as  the  words  appear 
to  declare.  As  to  the  Apostles  being  no  more  than  men,  there 
could  be  no  danger  in  a  few  general  expressions  of  their  knotcing 
all  things f  being  taught  all  things,  or  the  like :  since  nobody  could 
mistake  the  meaning  of  the  words  when  so  applied. 

Your  next  attempt  is  to  make  some  advantage  of  Matt.  xxiv. 
36.  and  Mark  xiii.  3a.  relating  to  Christ's  not  knowing  the  day 
of  judgment ;  of  which  I  have  fully  and  distinctly  treated  else- 
where f:  where  I  have  also  added  other  strong  and  clear  proofs 
of  Christ's  ommsdence ;  which  you  take  no  notice  of,  though  you 
quote  the  Sermons.  You  like  not  my  ascribing  the  ignwrcmce  to 
the  hv/ma/n  nature :  you  ask  whether  "  any  nature  can  with  any 
"  sense  be  said  to  know  or  do  any  thing  V*  Yes,  why  not  ?  You 
charge  me  (p.  238.)  with  inconsistency^  for  interpreting  the  text 
of  the  human  nature,  and  yet  saying  that  Irenseus,  upon  that 
text,  is  to  be  understood  of  the  \6yo^.  As  if  both  might  not  be 
true,  that  Irenaeus  understood  the  text  of  the  Aoyos,  while  I 
think  it  better  to  understand  it  of  the  humnn  nature :  I  am 

^  Sermon  vii.  vol.  ii.  p.  162,  &c. 
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weary  of  such  trifling.  You  proceed  to  shew  that  Irenseus,  in 
his  Comment  on  these  texts,  ascribed  igmrcmee  to  God  the  Son. 
You  take  not  the  least  notice  of  the  several  weighty  and  sub- 
stantial reasons  given  by  Bishop  Bull^,  and  referred  to  by  me^, 
against  your  opinion  from  other  places  of  Irenseus's  works.  It 
is  not  your  way  to  be  at  all  solicitous  about  making  any  writer 
consistent  with  himsdf.  If  you  can  but  meet  with  a  passage 
seemingly  favouring  your  opinion,  it  must  be  presently  forced 
into  your  sense,  however  contradictory  to  the  author's  known 
principles  elsewhere.  I  must  desire  the  reader  to  consider  well 
what  I  have  said  upon  this  passage  in  my  Defence ;  and  not  to 
take  it  from  your  representation,  which  is  extremely  partial. 
And  he  may  also  compare  M.  Massuet^s  account  of  the  same 
passage  in  his  Previous  Dissertations  i  to  his  edition  of  Irenseus. 
I  shall  here  content  myself  with  transcribing  so  much  of  Irenaeus 
as  may  be  sufficient  to  clear  his  meaning,  and  to  take  off  that 
confusion  whidi  you  have  been  industriously  throwing  upon  it, 
either  in  translating  or  commenting.  The  literal  rendering  is 
thus,  much  the  same  as  I  before  gave  in  my  Defence. 

*'  If  one  inquires  into  the  reason  why  the  Father,  though 
*'*'  communicating  in  aU  things  to  the  Son,  is  yet  set  forth  by  our 
*^  Lord  as  alone  knowing  that  day  and  hour;  he  cannot,  at 
^^  present,  find  any  fitter,  or  more  decent,  or  indeed  wdj  other 
**  safe  answer  than  this,  (seeing  our  Lord  is  the  only  teacher  of 
"  truth,)  that  we  are  to  learn  of  him  that  the  Father  is  above 
'*  aU ;  for  the  Father ^  saith  he,  w  greixter  than  J.  And  therefore 
"  the  Father  is  declared  by  our  Lord  to  have  the  preference  in 
*'  knowledge,  to  the  end  that  we  also,  while  we  live  in  this 
"  world,  may  refer  the  perfection  of  knowledge,  and  such  intri- 
"  cate  questicHis  to  God^.**' 

Now,  that  Irenseus's  design  was  not  to  represent  the  Son  as 
ignorant,  but  quite  the  contrary,  may  appear  from  this  very 
passage  duly  considered.  For  the  question,  with  him,  was  not 
why  the  Father  is  more  knowing,  but  why,  since  both  are  eqmtty 

P  Bun.  D.  F.  N.  p.  82.  Animadv.  hanc  inveniat  in  praBsenti;  (quoniam 
in  G.  Cler.  p.  1056.  enim  eolus  verax  Magister  est  Domi- 
ni Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  334.  nus)  ut  discamus  per  ipsum,  super 
1  Massuet.  Praev.  Diss,  in  Iren.  p.  omnia  esse  Patrem.  Etenim  Vater  ait, 
133'    .       .  vMLJGT  me  est,    Et  secundum  agnitio- 
^  Si  quis  exquirat  causam  propter  nem  itaque  praepositus  esse  Pater  an- 
quam  in  omnibus   Pater   communi-  nuntiatusestaDominonostro^adhoc, 
cans  Filio,  solus  scire  et  horam  et  ut  et  nos,  in  quantum  in  figura  hujus 
diem  a  Domino  manifestatus  est,  ne-  mundi  sumus,  perfectam  scientiam  et 
que  aptabilem  ma^is,   neque  decen-  tales    quaestiones   concedamus   Deo. 
tiorem,  nee  sine  penculo  alteram  quam  Iren,  lib.  ii.  c.  2%,  p.  158,  159. 
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knowing i  our  Saviour  made  such  a  declaration  as  gave  the  pre- 
ference to  the  Father  as  ahne  knowing.  He  puts  the  question, 
why  the  Father  though  communicating  in  uU  thirigs  (absolutely, 
not  in  all  other  things)  is  yet  set  forth^  or  ahne  deda/redy  to  inaw. 
So  that  the  question  is  not  about  his  knowledae,  but  about  our 
Lord'^s  declaration^  why,  or  on  what  account,  he  made  it,  seem- 
ingly contrary  to  truth ;  since  all  things  are  common  to  Father 
and  Son.  What  then  could  be  meant  by  such  a  declaration  f 
It  must  be  true  some  way  or  other,  our  Lord  being  a  teacher  of 
truth  ;  what  then  is  the  case  ?  Irenseus  tells  us,  that  it  is  true  m 
respect  of  the  Father  s  having  the  preemiTience  in  every  thing, 
and  so  alone  knowing  every  thing  in  the  first  place,  or  primarify  : 
a&d  therefore  it  was  upon  this  account  that  our  Lord  gave  him 
the  preference,  and  referred  that  knowledge  to  him  solely^  as  the 
sole  fountain  of  it ;  which  it  well  became  him  to  do,  especially 
during  the  state  of  his  humiliation,  while  in  fipura  nmmli,  con- 
^oersmg  below:  though  at  the  same  time  the  Son  also  has  the 
same  knowledge,  but  derived^  all  things  being  communicated  to 
the  Son,  as  Irenaens  had  observed.  BaaPs  and  Naziancen's 
accounts  of  this  matter  will  clear  it  up  further,  and  will  fix 
Irenseus's  real  meaning  beyond  aU  reasonable  exception. 

Basil,  in  answer  to  the  doubt  about  our  Lord'^s  not  knowing 
that  day,  says,  be  will  give  the  solution  whidi  from  a  child  had 
been  taught  him  by  ihe  Fathers  before  him:  and  which  be 
represents  in  these  words :  "  As  to  what  is  said,  no  ons  fcnoios 
**  thai  day^  we  understand  it  as  ascribing  to  the  Father  the 
^^ primary  knowledge  both  of  things  present  and  things  to  come; 
**  and  as  signifying  to  us  that  he  is  in  all  things  the  primary 
^  caused  Nazianzen  chooses  rather  to  refer  Christ's  not  know- 
ing that  day  to  his  humamty ;  yet  he  mentions  also  this  other 
construction  of  Christ's  not  knowing  it  originally^  <>r  in  that  high 
manner,  as  the  Father  may  be  said  to  know  it.  His  words  are 
to  this  effect.  If  the  first  construction  be  not  sufficient,  we  may 
give  this  for  a  second  :  "  As  every  thing  else,  so  also  the  know- 
"  ledge  of  the  greatest  things  is  to  be  referred  up  to  the  oattse 
"  itself,  for  the  honour  of  the  Father^^ 

Every  one  may  see  that  Irenaeus's  construction  falls  in  with 
this  of  Nazianzen  and  Basil ;  who  perhaps  might  both  borrow 

^  T6,  ovdcip  oJJc,  rffv  npoynjv  ctbTjaw  39 1,  p.  1 168. 

Tw  d«  tivrmv  Koi  t&v  €(rofUvaw  tirl  t6v  ™   Qtnrtp  r&v  oXXoi'  tKeurrov,  ovr<» 

war€pa  dvayovros,  Kal  di^  navrav  rrjv  ii  icai  fj  yvoMrts  rSof  /xrytWoov  eiri  r^ 

irpoarnjv  alrlav  roii  dvSponrois  vwo^ft-  alrlav  dva<f>€p(<rB»  ruifj  tov  yetnnfropof, 

KyvvTos  €ipfj<r6<u  vofii{ofifv.  Basil,  Ep.  Qreg.  Naz,  Orat.  30.  p.  588. 
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it  from  him :  nor  is  it  possible  from  Irenseus^s  words  to  prove 
that  he  meant  any  thing  more.  Nay,  the  words  themselves  most 
easily  and  naturally  resolve  into  this  sense,  as  I  had  abmidantly 
before  proved  from  the  context^  and  from  Irenseus^s  main  scope 
and  design  in  the  whole. 

You  call  it  plecisant  for  me  to  add,  eonseqtiefUly  in  aU  knowledge^ 
where  Irenseus  says,  that  the  ^^  Father  oonununicates  in  all 
"  things  to  the  Son.^  But  is  it  not  more  pleasant  of  you  to 
understand  by  aU  thmgs^  all  other  things,  which  Irenseus  does 
not  say,  nor  does  his  argument  require  it,  but  the  contrary ! 

I  took  notice  of  Dr.  darkens  shpping  over  some  words 
through  inadvertency:  which  words  he  has  since  added  in  his 
second  edition.  And  here,  to  shew  your  inclination  to  find  any 
little  fault,  you  blame  me  for  taking  no  notice  of  the  amendment. 
Indeed  the  thing  was  very  slight,  scarce  worth  remembering. 
Yet  in  two  later  editions  of  my  book,  which  you  might  have 
seen,  I  was  so  just  to  the  Doctor  as  to  leave  my  former  words 
out.  And  now,  I  think,  you  ought  to  have  inquired  before  you 
took  this  needless  handle  for  complaint.  As  to  mani/estatuSy 
which  you  construe  expressly  declared,  I,  set  forth^  represented, 
or  said,  (which  you  weakly  call  "  deceiving  the  reader,**^)  it  is  not 
very  material  which  be  taken,  provided  only  the  question  were 
why,  or  in  what  sense,  our  Saviour  declared  it ;  not,  why  the 
Father  only  knew  the  day.  Which  question  Irenseus  resolves  in 
saying,  Prcepositus  esse  Pater  avmmUiatus  est.  It  was  in  this 
sense  he  declared  him  to  be  alone  knowing,  as  declaring  him 
prcepositum,  set  before,  pre/erred  to  the  Son  in  knowledge,  on 
account  of  his  being  alone  ^«^  in  every  thing.  So  that  the  sum 
of  all  is,  that  Ireneeus  does  not  suppose  the  Father  more  knotmng, 
but  knowing  every  thing  in  the  highest  manner ;  as  having  it 
primarily,  and  from  none ;  which  was  also  the  sense  of  Basil 
and  Nazianzen.  But  enough  of  this.  You  go  on  to  Origen ; 
whom  I  had  cited,  after  Irenseus,  Ignatius,  and  Clemens  of 
Alexandria,  to  confute  your  round  assertion,  that  all  the  Ante- 
Nicene  writers  believed  the  A6yos  to  have  been  ignorant,  &c. 
when  you  could  not  prove  it  of  so  much  as  one.  Irenseus  may 
now  stand ;  as  also  Ignatius  and  Clemens.  As  to  Origen,  you 
have  nothing  to  object  against  what  I  cited  him  for,  namely, 
that  the  Son  knows  as  much  as  the  Father,  or  all  that  the  Father 
knows  /  which  is  omniscience  in  the  highest  and  fullest  sense,  not 
your  relative  omniscience,  no  where  found  among  the  ancients. 
But  you  oppose  another  passage  of  the  same  comment,  saying, 
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that  the  Father  is  greater  than  the  truih^  that  is,  than  the  ^S^  : 
which  nobody  doubts :  greater  as  Father,  which  is  all  that  Origen 
means.  And  what  is  that  to  the  purpose!  Your  other  quotation 
out  of  Jerome  (then  a  vehement  Anti-Origenist,  and  straimng 
every  thing  to  the  worst  sense)  is  of  very  slight  moment.  Let 
the  reader  consult  Bishop  Bull^  in  defence  of  Origen  against 
Jerome's  invectives;  for  I  have  i»  incHnation  to  repeat: 
or  let  him  turn  to  Origen'^s  Treatise  against  Gelsus,  where 
Origen  directly  contradicts  that  very  doctrine  which  you,  upon 
Jerome'^s  authority,  endeavour  to  ascribe  to  him;  he  asserts, 
that  the  Son  knows  the  Father  Kar  i^iwf^  suitably  to  his  dignity^. 
From  the  slender  opposition  which,  after  long  deliberation, 
you  have  been  able  to  make  against  the  Sony's  omniscience^  it 
ought  now  to  pass  as  a  thing  concluded  and  determined,  being 
ihlly  supported  by  Scripture  and  by  all  antiquity.  For  besides 
the  particular  testimonies  before  mentioned,  I  gave  you  also  a 
general  argument,  to  prove  that  the  Son  s  omniscience  must  have 
been  a  ruled  case,  a  settled  point  with  ike  Ante-Nicene  Church: 
to  which  argument  you  make  not  a  word  of  reply.  Only  you 
single  out  an  expression  of  mine,  relating  to  Sabdlianism,  which 
you  think  is  not  just,  and  which  you  call  *'  abusing  the  reader  \^ 
though  you  have  not  yet  been  able  to  produce  any  one  instance 
where  I  have  done  it.  I  have  discovered  many  in  you,  and  shall 
many  more  as  I  pass  4>n.  What  you  blame  me  for,  is,  for 
supposing  that  the  Greek  word  hypostasis  sigmfied'^r^OT^,  during 
the  time  of  the  Sabellian  controversy.  I  do  assert  that  it  did, 
and  could  very  easily  prove  it:  but  Bishop  Bull  has  already 
done  it  to  my  hands  P.  And  it  is  something  hard,  that  as  often 
as  you  forget  yourself,  or  happen  to  be  ignorant  of  what  every 
scholar  should  know,  I  must  be  charged  with  abusing  my  reader. 
As  to  the  Sabellian  notion  of  [da  vvoaraa-i^  Tpiirpoa-oiTroSy  I  have 
before  shewn  how  it  is  to  be  understood:  and  that  Eusebius 
himself  so  understood  it  is  plain  to  every  man  that  can  read 
him.  But  I  suppose,  the  secret  reason  of  all  this  was  for  the 
«ake  of  a  translation  of  yours,  ^^  one  single  individual  substance 
"  under  three  personal  distinctions :""  which  though  Uteraly  is  a 
rery  false  translation,  as  substance  and  personal 'distinctions  are 
now  understood :  and  therefore  this  was  meanly  applying  to  the 
popuktce.  The  true  sense  of  the  words,  as  we  should  now  express 
it,  is,  one  person  under  three  nominal  distinctions :  which  is  mani- 

*  Bull.  Def.  F.  Nic.  p.  lai.  p  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  ii.  c.  9.  p.  103, 

•  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  387.  &c. 
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festly  what  Eusebius  meant  by  it;  as  may  appear  from  the 
account  I  have  given  of  him  above  (p.  177.)  Your  referring  me 
to  Dr.  Cudworth  is  pretty  extraordinary ;  when  it  is  well  known 
that  that  great  man  was  mistaken,  and  that  his  account  of  that 
matter  (espoused  also  by  Curcellaeus)  has  been  at  large  confuted 
by  Bishop  Stillingfieet*) ;  not  to  mention  what  has  been  done 
also  by  Dr.  Wall*",  and  others,  since  that  time. 

The  truth  is,  had  Dr.  Cudworth  but  distinguished  between 
substance  of  substance^  (which  supposes  no  division^  but  one  sub- 
stance^)  and  saying  svhstances^  or  essences^  which  implies  dimsumy 
his  account  had  been,  in  the  main,  very  just :  for  the  Fathers 
knew  nothing  of  a  Trinity  of  modesy  such  as  seems  to  have  been 
taught  by  some  of  the  later  Schoolmen.     But  I  pass  on. 

The  eternity  of  God  the  Son  comes  next  under  consideration. 
You  tell  me,  it  "is  not  alike  described*"  with  the  Father's^ 
because  the  Father^s  is  wnoriginate  and  underived :  but  where 
do  you  find  tmorigincUe  or  imderived  at  all  mentioned  in  the 
texts  wherein  the  Father'^s  eternity  is  described?  You  may 
collect  it  perhaps  by  inference :  but  still  the  Scripture  phrases 
for  the  eternity^  whether  of  Father  or  Son,  are  the  same: 
neither  does  the  distinction  of  derived  and  underived  signify  any 
thing  as  to  the  sense  of  eternity^  which  imports  neither  more  nor 
less  than  beginningless  and  endless  duration.  You  next  endea- 
vour to  find  some  difference  in  the  manner  wherein  the  texts  are 
applied  to  each  Person.  As  to  the  phrase /r^f  and  last^  it  has 
been  vindicated  already.  As  to  Eev.  i.  8.  which  you  understand 
of  the  Father,  it  is  to  be  interpreted  (with  all  antiquity)  of  God 
the  Son«.  I  know  how  much  it  concerns  you  to  contend  for  the 
application  of  this  text  to  God  the  Father ;  and  therefore  it  is 
that  you  plead  so  strenuously  for  it  towards  the  latter  end 
of  Query  xvii.  It  will  be  of  some  service  to  settle  that  text 
here ;  and  therefore  I  shall  stop  awhile  to  consider  the  strength 
of  your  reinforcement.     In  my  Sermons, 

1 .  I  pleaded  from  the  context. 

2.  From  antiquity. 

3.  I  shewed  the  weakness  of  the  Doctor''s  reasons  for  applying 
the  t^xt  to  the  Father. 

As  to  the  context^  you  make  no  reply  at  all ;  though  it  is  cer- 
tainly  of  very  great  moment,  for  the   ascertaining   the   con- 

*i  Stillingiieet  on  the  Trinity,  p.  76.  Doctrine  continued,  p.  339.  to  252. 
to  p.  100.  8  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  141, 

*"  Wall's  Hist,  of  Infant  Baptism,  &c.     Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  537,  &c. 
p.  337-  to  p.  354.    True  Scnpture 
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structioiL     As  to  cmtiqmty^  never  were  men  more  unanimous 
than  the  ancients  were  in  this  matter;   there  being  no   one 
exception,  on  record,  against  it.     And  though  you  may  make 
slight  of  Post-Nicene  writers,  (Athanasius,  Buffinus,  Gregory 
Nazianzen,  Phoebadius,  Ambrose,  Epiphanius,  Jerome,  Austin, 
Andreas  Gaesariensis,)  yet  their  concurring  voices  in  the  case  are 
really  very  considerable ;  and  amount  to  a  probable  proof,  at 
least,   of  the    universal    sense    of   the  Ante-Nicene   Church; 
especially  where  nothing  can  be  brought   to  confront   it.     I 
observe,   it   is   pretty  frequent  with  you,  upon  the  citing  of 
Eusebius  singly,  immediately  to  cry  out  the  ancient  Churchy 
even  in  points  wherein  Eusebius  stands  alone,  or  runs  counter  to 
the  ancients.     I  have  certainly  a  much  better  right  to  claim  the 
verdict  of  the  ancient  Churchy  upon  the  strength  of  so  many 
evidences,  (and  few  of  them  either  much  later  or  less   con- 
siderable than  Eusebius,)  in  a  matter  which  the  ancients  have 
no  where  contradicted.     But   I   appealed  also  to  two  Ante- 
Nicene  writers,  (Hippolytus  and  Tertullian,  to  say  nothing  now 
of  Origen,)  and  I  observed  further,  that  their  testimonies  in  the 
case  were  not  to  be  looked  upon  merely  as  the  private  judgment 
of  two  writers,  but  as  shewing  that  the  Praxeans  and  Noetians 
had  all  along  taken  it  for  granted,  that  the  Church  applied  Rev. 
i.  8.  to  God  the  Son ;    and  that   Hippolytus   and   Tertullian, 
however  pressed  in  dispute,  presumed  not  to  question  it.     A 
proof  of  this   kind  amounts  to  more  than  many  testimonies 
of  single  Fathers,  in  relation  to  their  own  interpretation  of  a 
text.     As  to  Hippolytus,  you  call  him  (p.  509.)  as  usual,  a 
"  spurious  or  interpolated"^  author ;  your  pretences  for  which 
have  been  answered*     But  we  have  Epiphanius*  here  stepping 
in  to  confirm  the  same  thing,  viz.  that  Noiitus  urged  that  text, 
as   appHed   to  God  the  Son,  against   the   Catholics :   and  he 
answers  as  Hippolytus  had  done,  by  admitting  the  text  to  be 
understood  of  Christ ;  borrowing  his  answer  (as  will  be  plain  by 
compearing)    from    this  very   piece  of  Hippolytus,   which  you 
call  spurious  or  interpolated.     It  is  therefore  manifest,  that  the 
part  we  are  now  concerned  in  is  no  interpolation. 

As  to  Tertullian,  you  say,  "  He  does  not  suppose  this  text  to 
"  be  spoken  of  the  Son,"  (p.  508.)  What,  does  he  not  l  Surely 
you  never  looked  carefully  into  Tertullian.  He  observes  of  the 
Praxeans",  (just  as  Hippolytus  does  of  Noetus,)  that  they  had 

^  Epiphan.  vol.  i.  p.  488.  responsumadversusidquodetdeApo- 

"  Interim,  hie  mini  promotum  eit    calypsi  Joannis  proferunt :  Ego  Do- 
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eited  and  urged  this  text  against  the  Gatholios ;  applying  it  to 
God  the  Son :  and  Tertullian,  in  his  answer,  admits  that  appli- 
cation. Wherefore  it  is  a  clear  case,  that  the  Ante-Nicene 
Church  universally  understood  this  text  of  the  Son,  and  not 
of  the  Father ;  which  I  am  now  proving.  What  you  throw  in 
to  lessen  the  sense  of  irai^roicparwp,  when  applied  to  the  Son,  I 
pass  over  here,  as  not  affecting  our  present  question.  Origen  I 
insist  not  upon,  because  of  the  doubtful  credit  of  his  translator. 
Yet,  considering  that  the  text  was  certainly  so  applied  before 
Origen'^s  time,  and  constantly  after,  it  is  more  than  probable 
that  that  part  at  least  is  Origen'^s  own.  However,  I  want  not 
his  testimony,  having  abundant  proof  of  what  I  assert,  without 
him. 

Since  therefore  the  context^  and  all  antiquity,  pleads  on  my 
side  for  understanding  that  text  of  Gh)d  the  Son,  I  must  have 
strong  reasons  for  the  other  applica/tion,  before  I  admit  it.  Dr. 
darkens  principal  reason,  drawn  from  verse  the  fourth  of  that 
chapter,  I  answered  at  large  in  my  Sermons*.  It  is  no  more 
than  this ;  that  the  title, ''  which  is,  and  which  was,  and  which  is 
"  to  come,''  is  given  to  the  Father,  ver.  4.  therefore  the  same 
title,  ver.  8.  must  belong  to  him  also :  as  if  the  same  title  were 
not  often  in  Scripture,  and  in  the  Apocalypse  too,  given  to  both. 
I  instanced  in  the  title  of  Alpha  and  Omega,  &c.  being  applied 
by  St.  John,  sometimes  to  the  Father,  and  at  other  times  to  the 
Son.  All  you  have  to  say  by  way  of  reply,  is,  that  the  title 
of  Alpha  and  Omega  is  indisputably  given  to  the  Son  in  other 
places ;  whereas  this  other  is  never  given  to  the  Son  any  where 
else  but  here ;  where  it  is  di9pv;table  whether  it  be  given  him  or 
no.  To  which  I  answer,  that  there  is  very  little  force  in  this 
argument,  provided  we  have  other  good  reasons  for  under- 
standing the  text  of  God  the  Son  in  this  one  place;  as  we 
certainly  have  both  from  the  context  and  from  antiquity :  and 
there  is  still  the  less  force,  if  Scriptwre,  and  even  St.  John 
himself,  has  elsewhere  applied,  if  not  this  very  title,  yet  equifndent 
titles  to  Gtod  the  Son ;  which  he  undoubtedly  has.     For  brevity 


minus  qui  est,  et  quifuit,  et  venit  om-        N.  B.    The  Praxeans    could    not 

nipotensj  et  sicubi  cQibi  Dei  omnipo-  ima^^ne  that  any  such  high  title  could 

tentis  appellationem  non  putant  Filio  belong  to  the  Son,  unless  the  Son 

convemre.     Quasi  qui  venturus  est,  was  the  very  Father  himself:  which 

non  sit  omnipo^ns,  cum  et  Filius  -therefore  they  concluded  him  to  be 

onmipotentis  tarn  omnipotens  sit  quam  from  this  ana  the  like  texts. 
Deus  Dei  Filius.  TertulL  contr.  Prax.  *  Sermons^  vol.  ii.  p.  141. 
c.  17. 
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Bake,  I  refer  only  to  St.  John's  application  of  Isa.  ix.  6,  9.  to  Qod 
the  Sony,  "Holy,  holy,  holy  Lord  God  of  hosts T  which  St. 
John  expresses  (Rev.  iv.  8.)  by  Ki/pioy  6  &€os^  6  TtavroKpanap^ 
much  the  same  with  what  we  have  Bev.  i.  8. 

There  is  therefore  no  force  in  your  reasoning  against  the 
application  of  Bev.  i.  8.  to  the  Son. 

The  Doctor's  other  reason  drawn  from  the  ancients^  as  gene- 
rally applying  the  title  6  itavroKpaTiap  to  the  Father^  is  ridiculous ; 
when  we  have  plain  positive  proof  that  they  understand  this 
yery  text  of  God  the  Son.  Whatever  use  may  be  made  of  the 
general  observation,  (as  there  cannot  much',)  it  does  not  affect 
the  question  about  the  application  of  this  text  to  the  Son. 

Having  sufficiently  vindicated  our  application  of  Bev.  i.  8.  I 
may  proceed,  and  make  my  proper  use  of  it,  as  occasion  may 
require.  I  may  now  venture,  by  your  allowance,  to  call  God  the 
Son  supreme  over  all ;  which  is  your  own  rendering  of  6  irowo- 
Kpdrtop,  And  let  us  not  presume  to  deal  partially  and  unequally 
between  the  Father  and  the  Son,  in  this  important  question. 
We  may  now  return  to  the  point  of  the  Son's  eternity. 

I  observed,  in  my  Defence  *,  that  by  eluding  the  proof  of  the 
Sotfs  eternity,  you  had  scarce  left  yourself  any  for  the  eternity  of 
God  the  Father :  or  if  you  had,  I  desired  you  to  shew  in  what 
manner  you  could  (consistent  with  your  principles)  prove  the 
eternity  of  the  Father.  You  make  a  doubt  whether  I  intended 
it  for  sober  reasoning  or  banter.  You  do  well  to  put  the  matter 
off  with  as  good  a  grace  as  you  can :  but  I  was  very  serious  in 
it;  that  you  had  come  very  near  defeating  every  proof  that 
could  be  thought  on  'in  the  case ;  if  you  had  not  entirely  done 
80.  And  indeed,  I  am  still  of  opinion,  that,  through  your 
imprudent  zeal  against  the  divinity  of  God  the  Son,  you  have 
really  betrayed  the  clearest  and  best  cause  in  the  world  to  the 
first  bold  Marcionite,  or  Manichee,  that  shall  deny  the  eternal 
Godhead  both  of  Father  and  Son,  and  assert  some  wnknown  God 
above  them  both.  You  will  remember,  the  question  was, 
whether  that  ^r^i<:2^r  Person^  called  the  Father,  be  the  eternal 
God,  or  how  you  could  prove  it  upon  your  principles.  His  being 
called  God  ever  so  often  would  amount  to  nothing ;  that  being  no 
more  than  a  word  oi  office.  His  being  Creator  was  nothing,  that 
you  could  elude.     His  being  Jehovah  was  of  no  weight,  meaning 


y  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  43.         '  Ibid.  p.  143.      ^  Defence,  vol.  i. 
p.  341,  &c. 
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no  more  than  a  person  true  iEmd  faithful  to  his  promises.  As  to 
his  eternity^  none  of  the  texts  were  strong  enough  for  it,  but 
might  bear  a  limited  sense.  .  I  may  now  add,  that  the  title  of 
TsavTOKpaTfap^  Almighty^  or  Ood  (yoer  all,  or  the  strongest  words 
of  like  kind  in  the  Old  Testament,  signify  nothing ;  being  capable 
of  a  subordinate  sense.  Well  then  ;  what  have  you  at  length 
reserved,  to  prove  so  momentous  an  article !  Only  this :  that  ho 
is  the  Father^  or  first  Qzuse^  of  whom  are  all  things.  But  first  Cause 
is  no  where  said,  that  is  your  own.  All  thai  is  said  is,  "  To  us 
"  there  is  one  God  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things,**^  i  Cor. 
viii.  6.  And  you  know  how  to  elude  the  force  of  the  word 
all  things^  when  you  are  disputing  against  God  the  Son  :  so  that 
creating  all  things  may  mean  no  more  than  creating  some  things ; 
as  Christ'^s  knowing  all  things,  according  to  you,  means  some 
things  only.  The  utmost  therefore  of  what  you  have  proved  is 
no  more  than  that  he  is  Creator ;  and  being  Creator^  you  had 
told  me  long  ago,  did  not  imply  eternity,  nor  an  infinite  subject*'. 
You  have  not  then  been  able  to  prove,  that  the  particular 
Person,  called  the  Father,  is  the  first  Catise  of  all  things ;  or  that 
there  is  not  another  God  above  him ;  who  is  really,  and  truly,  and 
in  the  metaphysical  sense,  the  eternal  God.  You  may  proceed  as 
you  think  proper,  to  make  up  the  apparent  deficiency  of  your 
pretended  demonstration.  By  loosening  the  proof  of  Christ's 
dimnity,  you  have  loosened  every  proof  of  the  divinity  of  God 
the  Father  also  ;  which  perhaps  you  was  not  aware  of.  For  my 
part,  I  shall  always  think,  that  his  being  so  often  called  God, 
and  true  God,  and  his  being  Creator,  and  Almighty,  and  Jehovahy 
and  he  that  is,  and  was,  and  is  to  corns,  are  clear  incontestable 
proofs  that  he  is  the  one  necessarily  existing  God,  whose  existence 
my  reason  assures  me  of:  and  when  I  am  got  thus  far,  I  will 
prove,  by  the  same  topics,  that  God  the  Son  is  so  likewise :  and 
thus  the  same  artillery  shall  serve  both  against  Manichees  and 
Arians  ;  while  you,  by  pleading  the  cause  of  one,  have  insensibly 
given  up  a  greater  cause  to  the  other. 

I  must  however  do  you  the  justice  to  observe,  that  since  your 
first  writing,  you  seem  to  be  drawing  ofl^,  with  the  Doctor,  from 
some  of  your  former  principles.  You  do  not  now  make  the  word 
God  to  be  always  a  word  of  office  :  nay,  you  assert  it  to  be  very 
"  improper  to  say,  that  the  supreme  God  has  an  offico,''  (p.  220.) 
which  makes  a  great  alteration  in  your  scheme,  and  is  jumping 
from  one  extreine  to  another ;  overlooking,  as  usual,  the  truth, 
*>  Sec  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  343. 
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which  lies  in  the  midway.  I  do  not  know,  whether  you  can  yet 
prove  that  particular  Person,  called  God  the  Father,  to  be  the 
one  eternal  God.  You  suppose  the  word  God,  when  applied  to 
him,  to  denote  his  Person ;  and  you  suppose  that  Person  to  be 
the  one  eternal  God,  But  supposing  is  one  thing,  and  proving 
another :  and  I  do  not  see  how  you  have  proved  it,  or  ever  can 
prove  it ;  unless  you  allow  the  title  of  God  to  carry  the  notion 
of  necessary  existence  in  it,  allowing  the  same  also  of  Jehovah. 
Then  indeed  you  may  prove  your  point  as  to  the  divinity  of  God 
the  Father :  and  as  soon  as  you  have  done  it,  by  the  same  argu- 
ments we  will  also  prove  the  divinity  of  Gx)d  the  Son.  So  choose 
you  whether  to  take  in  both,  or  give  up  both :  for  I  see  no  remedy 
but  that  the  divinity  of  Father  and  Son  must  stand  or  fall 
together. 

To  proceed :  you  pretend  now,  that  "  you  was  not  arguing 
**  against  the  eternity  of  the  Son,  but  shewing  the  weakness  of  my 
"  arguments  to  prove  his  independent  eternity."*'  You  shall 
have  the  liberty  of  recanting  and  growing  wiser,  whenever  you 
please.  But  the  truth  of  the  fact  is,  that  you  were  then  arguing 
against  the  eternity  of  the  Son,  in  these  words  quoted  in  ray 
Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  343.  "  This  ofl&ce  and  character  (of  a  Re- 
"  deemerj  relative  to  us,  presupposes  not,  nor  is  at  all  more 
'^  perfect  for,  the  eternal  past  duration  of  his  being.'*'  It  was  the 
eternity^  you  see,  not  independent  eternity,  against  which  you 
were  disputing.  I  asked,  how  you  came  to  take  for  granted 
what  you  knew  nothing  of;  viz.  that  any  power  less  than  infinite 
might  be  equal  to  the  work  of  redemption.  And  what  do  you 
say  to  this !  My  argument  is,  if  you  cannot  shew  that  it  did  not 
require  infinite  power,  you  cannot  shew  that  it  did  not  require 
an  eternal  agent.-  You  say,  that  ^^  an  office  commencing  in  time, 
*^  does  not  require  an  eternal  duration  of  him  that  executes.'' 
fiight :  every  office  does  not :  but  we  are  speaking  of  an  office 
which  may  (for  aught  you  know)  require  injinite,  and  therefore 
eternal  powers,  because  nothing  infinite  can  be  in  time.  You  say, 
"  Infinity  of  powers  .is  not  a  consequence  of  eternal  duration." 
Suppose  it  be  not,  (which  you  know  nothing  of  again,)  yet  my 
argument  is  vice  versa,  that  eternal  duration  is  a  consequence  of 
infinity  of  powers  ;  which  you  did  not  attend  to.  At  length  you 
are  forced  to  give  up  the  point ;  not  being  hardy  enough  to  pro- 
nounce that  the  work  of  redemption  did  not  require  infinite 
powers. 

But  you  attempt  to  prove  it  another  way.     A  *'  mediator," 
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you  say,  '* cannot  be  himself  the  one  supreme  Gkxi.'"  You  should 
have  said,  (for  it  is  all  that  you  can  prove,)  that  a  mediator 
cannot  be  the  same  person  whom  he  mediates  to.  And  this  is  what 
Eusebius  shews  in  the  passage  produced  by  you  ;  which  was  very 
needlessly  brought  to  prove  what  every  man'^s  common  sense 
teaches.  The  whole  force  of  Eusebius's  reasoning  lies  only  in  this, 
that  the  twa  persons  could  not  be  one  person :  or  if  he  meant 
any  thing  more,  (which  I  am  not  sensible  he  did,)  his  arguing  is 
low  and  trifling.  I  had  pleaded,  that  by  your  reasoning,  you 
had  entirely  frustrated  the  argument  drawn  from  the  acts  of 
creation^  to  prove  the  divinity  of  God  the  Father :  for  the  office 
of  creating  commenced  in  time.  You  are  pleased  to  allow  my 
consequence,  (however  scandalous  it  may  appear  upon  you,)  and 
to  tell  me,  that  the  "perfections  of  God  the  Father  appear  not 
^  barely  and  immediately  from  the  act  of  creating,  htit  from  the 
"  consideration  of  the  nature  of  a  first  Cause.'*'  I  am  glad  to 
find  you  begin  to  be  reconciled  to  that  metaphysical  word,  naiure^ 
which  you  wiH  hardly  allow  us  to  use.  But  I  must  tell  you 
ftuther,  that  by  weakening  and  destroying  so  many  clear  and 
undeniable  proofs  of  the  Father'*»  divinity y  you  have  not  left 
yourself  enough  to  prove  him  to  be  the^r«^  Cause.  This  perhaps 
you  was  not  aware  of,  being  entirely  bent  upon  destroying  the 
Son*s  divinity;  and  taking  it  for  granted,  that  the  Father*s 
would  be  admitted  without  proof.  It  is  a  dark  business :  but 
disputants  will  sometimes  overshoot.  Dr.  Clarke,  I  believe, 
began  to  be  sensible  of  his  error  in  this  respect,  as  having  under- 
mined every  Scripture  proof  of  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the 
Father.  By  an  after- thought,  m  the  second  edition  of  "  Scripture 
"  Doctrine  <^,''  he  was  pleased  to  allow,  that  the  Father's  self- 
existence  and  independent  eternity  were  taught  in'Rev.  i.  8. 

I  am  very  glad  he  pitched  upon  that  text,  because  we  can 
easily  vindicate  it  to  God  the  Son :  and  so  we  shall  have  an 
express  proof  of  the  necessary  existence  of  the  Son ;  and  leave  you, 
with  shame,  to  make  out  the  Father'* s^  by  some  other  as  express 
texts,  or  by  consequence  only.  I  have  before  hinted,  that  i  Cor. 
viii.  6.  will  do  you  no  service  directly^  or  by  itself;  because  aU 
things  may  mean  soms  things,  and  God  to  us,  naay  not  mean  ab- 
solutely the  God  of  the  universe.  But  if  the  Son's  necessary  ex- 
istence  be  once  admitted,  according  to  Rev.  i.  8.  the  consequence 
will  be  clear  and  certain  for  the  necessary  existence  of  the  Father 

c  CIarke*8  Script.  Doctr.  p.  364.  ed.  2d. 
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also.  Thus,  as  you  had  once  lost  the  proof  of  the  Father's 
divinity,  by  denying  the  Sori^s ;  so,  by  asserting  the  latter,  you 
may  again  recover  the  former,  and  then  all  will  be  right. 

Query  VIII. 
Whether  eternity  does  not  imply  necessary  existence  of  the  Son  ;  which 
is  inconsistent  with  the  Doctor's  scheme  ?  and  whether  the  Doctor 
hath  not  made  an  elusive  equivocating  answer  to  the  objection ;  since 
the  Son  may  be  a  necessary  emanation  from  the  Father,  by  the  voill 
and  power  of  the  Father,  without  any  contradiction  ?  Will  \a  one  thing, 
and  arbitrary  will  another. 

WE  have  many  important  matters  to  debate  under  this 
present  Query,  which  will  require  the  reader's  most  careful 
attention. 

You  begin  with  telling  me,  that  eternal  generation  does  not 
imply  necessary  existence,  nay,  that  it  is  contradictory  to  it.  Let 
us  hear  your  reason.  "  Generation  is  an  act,  and  all  actions 
"  spring  from  the  will  only ;  and  an  act  of  the  will  (that  is,  free 
*'  choice)  cannot  be  necessary,*"  p.  251.  Your  argument  is  un- 
doubtedly just,  according  to  your  own  novel  sense  of  the  word 
act.  But  it  is  ridiculous  to  imagine,  that  giving  nsw  names  to 
old  truths  can  ever  alter  their  nature.  Either  argue  against  ge- 
neration being  an  act  in  the  old  sense  of  act,  or  confess  your 
trifling,  in  bringing  the  whole  to  a  dispute  about  words  and  names 
only.  In  the  old  sense  of  act,  generation  is  an  act ;  in  your  novel 
sense  of  a^  it  is  not :  and  where  are  you  now,  but  where  you 
at  first  set  out  ? 

You  tell  me,  after  the  Modest  Pleader,  (to  whom  I  briefly  re- 
plied in  a  Preface^)  "  that  I  have  not  been  able  to  produce  one 
*'  single  passage  out  of  any  one  Ante-Nicene  writer^  (you  should 
have  added  Post-Nicene  too,  it  being  equally  true  of  all  the 
Fathers)  "  wherein  the  Son  is  affirmed  to  have  emaned,  or  been 
"  emitted,  from  the  Father,  hy  necessity  of  nature,'*'' 

Will  you  please  to  shew  me,  where  either  Scripture  or  Fathers 
(Post'Nicene  or  Ante-Nicene)  ever  said,  that  God  the  Father 
existed  by  necessity  0/ nature.  They  have  never  said  it ;  though 
they  have,  in  other  terms,  asserted  the  same  thing,  which  we  now 
mean  by  necessity  0/ nature :  and  this  may  also  be  the  case  as  to 
the  necessary  generation  of  the  Son :  and  it  certainly  is  so.  To 
clear  this  momentous  point  I  shall  here  shew, 

I.  Why  neither  Father  nor  Sm  were  ever  said,  by  the  ancients, 
to  exist  by  necessity  0/ nature,  but  the  contrary. 
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2.  I  shall  shew  that  the  ancients^  notwithstanding,  believed 
the  very  same  thing  which  we  now  differently  express ;  namely, 
the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son,  as  well  as  of  Qod  the 
Father. 

3.  I  shall  inquire  in  what  sense,  or  by  whom,  necessary  penerd- 
tion  or  emanation  was  held,  and  in  what  words  they  expressed 
it :  where  I  shall  also  account  for  the  Son'*s  being  said  to  be 
generated  by  the  will  of  the  Father. 

I.  I  am  to  begin  with  observing,  why  neither  Father  nor  Son 
were  ever  said,  by  the  ancients,  to  exist  by  necessity  of  nature^ 
but  the  contrary.  None  of  the  ancients  durst  have  said,  that 
God  exists  by  necessity^  because  it  would  have  been  the  same  as 
to  say,  that  he  was  compelled  by  a  superior  force,  and  against 
his  will,  (such  was  their  sense  of  the  word  necessity,)  to  exist. 
The  Greek  iviyicri  had  been  much  used  among  philosophers  in 
this  hard  sense.  Some  had  made  vovs  and  dvdyKT}^,  mind  and 
necessity,  the  two  causes,  or  sources  of  all  things.  Some  made 
necessity  alone  the  first  and  highest  cause^.  Plato  meant  the 
same  as  iKrj,  or  first  matter,  by  necessity  f,  following  therein 
Tim^us  Locrus.  Some  made  necessity  the  mother  of  the  fates, 
and  the  first  among  the  deities^.  Many  made  their  gods  all 
subject  to  necessity  ;  as  is  particularly  true  of  the  Stoics.  I  for- 
bear to  cite  passages  which  might  be  given  in  great  numbers. 
Such  being  the  use  of  the  word  necessity,  no  wonder,  if  the 
Fathers  forbore  saying,  that  God  existed  by  necessity,  or  if  they 
even  denied  it. 

Plotinus,  a  famous  Platonijat,  of  the  third  century,  denies 
that  God  exists  vnh  dvdyKrfs\  hy  necessity,  being  no  other  than 
what  he  would  choose  to  be. 

Lactantius  hints  at  the  same  thought^  And  upon  the  same 
principles,  the  Fathers  were  always  very  careful  to  remove  every 
thing  of  necessity^  from  God;  and  would  never  say  that  he 

^  Vid.  Hmseum  Locrum  de  Anim.  ^  Ex  seipso  est,  ut  in  primo  diximus 

Mund.  P*  543-  Amst.  libro,  et  ideo  talis  est  <jiialem  se  esse 

«  Via.  rhurnutum  de  Natura  De-  voluit.  Lact,  Inst,  lib.  li.  c.  8.  p.  i6i. 

orum,  p.  10.  alias  155.  ^  TU  6  t^v  avaytajv  f7rtfiakii>p  cnm  5 

'  Via.  rlatonis  Tiroaeum.  Chalcid.  ct  dc  &row6v  cWt  Xcycti^  eirl  BcoO  cmry- 

in  Timaeum,  p.  377.  ed.  Fabric.  ktjv,  koI  dih  tovto  ^vo-ct  aya06s  iarw, 

s  Vid.  Proclum.  Theolog.  Flaton.  Athanasius,  6ii, 

p«  405*  406.     Pausan.  lib.  ii.  p.  93.  Bonus  Pater,  non  aut  ex  voluntata 

llieodorit.  de  Provid.   Dei  Serm.  vi.  est,  aut  necessitate,  sed  super  utrum- 


p.  563,  563.  que,  hoc  est,  natura,  Ambros,  de  Fid. 

^  Mnre  Av  tavr^  rX  yUyi'^trBat,  wr  lib.  iv.  C.  9.  p.  540. 

\m6  avayicrjs  tovto  hp,  6  cWt  tovto,  t6  Non  ex  voluntate,  nee  ex  necessitate, 

avrhg  (hat  ontp  avThs  del  TjOfkrjat  Koi  quia    Deo    nulla    manet    necessitas. 

$t\€i,  Plotin.  Enn,  vi.  p.  748.  Supra  voluntatem  et  necessitatem  est 
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existed,  or  was  God,  by  necessity,  Damascen  well  expresses  the 
thoughts  of  them  all  in  these  words. 

"  God  being  by  nature  good,  and  by  nature  endued  with 
"  creative  powers,  and  by  nature  God^  is  not  any  of  these  by 
"  necessity  ;  for,  who  has  laid  any  'necessity  upon  him  f  I  render 
bjjfxiovpybsf  endued  toith  creative  powers,  that  being  the  sense  of  it ; 
though  otherwise,  literally,  it  is  Creator. 

As  low  then  as  Damascen,  who  lived  in  the  eighth  century, 
wo  have  no  instance,  that  I  know  of,  of  the  use  of  necessary 
existence,  or  of  necessity  of  nature  in  the  modem  sense.  They 
that  would  seek  for  it,  must  look  among  the  later  Schoolmen^ 
and  not  among  the  FatJiers  of  the  Church.  When  it  first  came 
ijn  is  no  great  matter,  nor  worth  my  search :  so  I  leave  it  to 
those  who  have  leisure.  But  I  must  complain  of  it  as  a  great 
instance  of  wnfairness,  after  I  had  given  you  the  hint  of  this  in 
the  Prefdce  to  my  Sermons  ^  (which  you  have  read,  for)  you  to 
bring  up  this  pretence  again,  that  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  did 
not  allow  the  Son  to  exist,  or  to  be  generated  by  necessity  of 
nature.  Which  pretence  amounts  to  no  more  than  a  poor  quibble 
upon  an  expression :  and  you  might  have  used  the  very  same 
argument  against  the  necessary  existence  even  of  God  the  Father. 
The  ancient  writers,  I  conceive,  for  eight  centuries  (I  know  not 
how  much  lower)  would  have  denied,  or  did  deny,  that  God  was 
God  hy  necessity :  well  therefore  might  they  deny,  or  never  as- 
sert, that  the  Son  was  generated  by  necessity.  Yet  they  asserted 
the  very  same  things  which  we  do,  in  respect  of  Father  or  Son, 
under  other  terms ;  as  I  come  next  to  shew. 

2.  The  ancients  believed  and  taught  the  necessary  existence  of 
God  the  Son ;  expressing  it  in  such  manner  and  in  such  phrases 
as  were  suitable  to  their  own  times.  The  most  usual  way  of 
expressing  what  we  call  necessary  existence,  was  by  saying,  that 
any  thing  was  this  or  that,  c^vo-ct  or  Kara  <\){j(Tiv,  hy  nature :  an- 
other pretty  common  way  was  by  6  loi/,  rb  ov,  Jrroy  wr,  and  the 

id  quod  est  Deltas.    Vigil,  Taps,  de  kclL  drjfuovfyyos'  ontp  kol  iwotlv,  firjn 

Trin.  lib.  x.  p.  273*    CJonf.  Toletan.  ye  Xcyctv  fVyonyy   cWt  fi\a<r^rf^ias' 

Ck)ncil.  xi.  Tis  yap  6  rrfv  avayKqv  iiraytav ;  Maxim, 

4»v(r€(   yap  iiv  ayaOhs  6  Qtbs,   Kai  Disp.   cum  Pyrrh.  torn.   ii.   p.   163. 

<bva'€i  Srjfuovtrvbg,  Koi  <l>va'€i  0c6t,  ovk  Combefis, 

apdyKrj  ravra  f  orf  rls  yap  6  r^v  avdy-  *0  raiv  6\<av  Qt6s   oh  Kara  <j}v<TW 

Knv  €7ray<av,   Damasc,  de  Fid,   Orth,  ayios,  bUaios,  ayaB6s,  fta^,  <l>S>s,  aodyla, 

lib.  iii.  p.  228.  KoibvvafUi'fdp*  oivKaiaifT69d^vXrjTCi>s 

El  yap  Kar  aMfu  to  (pvo'iKhv  nAvrtas  *cal  u>9  e^  avayiajs  ^oriv,  5  cWtv.  Cyril, 

Kal  TjvayKrurfUvov'   (fwa-a  dc   6  Q€6s,  Alex,  ad  Anathem,  3.  contr,  Theodor, 

Qfhs,  <l)va'€i  dyaOos,  <^v<T€1  drifuovpy6s'  p.  21^. 

avdyfcif  Iffrrai  0  B(6s,  0€6s,  Koi  dyaffbf,  *  Vol.  ii. 
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like,  existififf  emphatically.  Several  other  ways  of  expressing 
the  same  thing  will  occur  as  I  go  along,  in  tracing  the  sense  of 
the  Fathers  upon  this  head,  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the 
Son. 

A.  D.  1  t6.  Ignatius. 

I  begin  with  Ignatius,  one  of  St.  John's  disciples,  whose  words 
are  these :  "  There  is  one  physician,  both  fleshly  and  spiritual, 
"  made  and  unmade^  though  in  flesh  Ood^  in  death  trae  life,  both 
"  of  Mary  and  of  God ;  first  passible,  then  impassible,  Jesus 
"  Christ  our  Lord'".'*"  The  word  which  I  here  lay  the  stress  on, 
in  proof  of  the  Son's  necessary  existence^  is  &y4vrjros^  not  made  : 
a  word  but  seldom,  if  ever,  used,  in  this  manner,  ta  signify  any 
thing  less.  Thus  Athanasius",  and  Pope  Gelasius®,  long  ago, 
understood  this  place  of  Ignatius :  you  pretend  (p.  295.)  that 
the  reading  is  iyivirrp-os^  wnbegotten^  and  that  it  is  *'  plainly  set 
"  in  opposition  only  to  human  generation.'^  But  this  which  is 
so  plain  to  you,  is  by  no  means  plain  to  any  man  else :  the 
contrary  is  rather  so  from  many  considerations.  You  must 
mean,  I  suppose,  that  he  was  unbegotten^  as  having  no  hwrnan 
father^  born  of  a  virgin.  Against  which  construction  there  lie 
these  several  reasons.  1.  That  no  other  Catholic  writer  ever 
styled  Christ  &yhvriT09  on  this  account.  2.  That  Ignatius  is 
plainly  speaking  of  two  several  natures  in  the  same  person  of 
Christ,  as  appears  by  the  antitheses  all  along.  Call  it  the  ^fiesh 
only,  if  you  please,  (though  he  meant  by  Jlesh  human  nature 
entire,)  yet  you  see  the  opposition  carried  on  quite  through, 
yfesA  and  spirit,  flesh  and  God^  death  and  true  life^  one  of  Mary^ 
the  other  of  God.  one  passible,  the  other  impassible  :  so  that  the 
plain  sense  is,  that  one  was  m^ide,  the  other  vmnade  .•  unless  you 
will  say,  that  as  the  flesh  was  begotten,  the  Aoyoy,  the  God  was 
unbegotten  :  which  can  bear  but  two  senses,  one  of  which  will  not 
suit  with  your  principles,  nor  the  other  with  Catholic  principles. 
You  will  not  say,  that  the  A  Jyos  was  unbegotten  of  the  Father, 
nor  would  Ignatius,  that  Christ,  as  God,  was  not  begotten  of 
Mary,  It  being  a  CatlioUc  maxim,  that  Mary  was  ^corrficos: 
that  is,  the  doctrine  was  always  held,  though  diflerently  ex- 


™  Eiip  larpds  €<mv,  a-apKiK6s  t€  koI  Xpiarhs  6  Kvptos  rjfi&v,   Ign.  JSp.  ad 

nv€VfiaTiK6s,  ycvrjrbs  Koi  dycvrjros,  ev  Mphes,  c.  vii.  p.  14.  Ox. 
a-tipKl  y€v6fi€vos  Q€6s,  iv  Oavar<f  (joiri        "  Athanas.  de  Synod.  Arim.  p.  761. 
akridwr}.  Km  €k  Mapias  Koi  ex  Geov,         <>  Gelasius  de  auabus  Naturis,  p. 

npSyroviraOrfT^sKalrSTcdfrad^St'Irja-ovf  690.  Bas.  ed. 
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pressed ;  and  it  is  the  express  doctrine  of  Ignatius^  himself. 
Since  then  Ignatius  was  undoubtedly  speaking  of  what  Christ' 
was  in  two  distinct  natures^  or  capacities^  to  one  of  which  ycmirbs 
is  applied,  and  ayiirrp-os  to  the  other ;  you  may  readily  perceive, 
that  your  construction  of  him  is  entirely  wide  and  foreign.  3.  I 
shall  add,  thirdly,  that  I  have  some  reason  to  doubt  whether 
there  was  any  such  word  as  ayivvrfo^  so  early  as  the  time  of 
Ignatius.  This  will  lead  me  into  a  long  but  useful  inquiry; 
useful  upon  many  other  accounts  besides  the  present.  You  are 
of  opinion,  that  the  ancient  Christian  writers,  wherever  they 
style  God  dytvrjros^  meant  the  same  as  dyivvrfrosy  v/nhegoUen, 
p.  294.  My  opinion  is,  that  it  was  late  before  they  styled  him 
dyivvrjTos  at  all^ ;  and  that  when  they  styled  him  iyivrjros^  they 
never  meant  precisely  v/nhegotten^  but  either  unmade y  or  underived 
absolutely.  We  must  trace  this  point  up  to  the  old  philosophers. 
Thales  is  the  first  of  them :  and  he  uses  the  word  iyivrjros^y  to 
signify  either  vnmade  or  eternal. 

Parmenides',  about  a  hundred  years  after,  uses  the  word 
iyivriTovy  as  is  plain  from  the  metre ;  and  not  in  the  sense  of 
unbegotteny  because  he  supposes  the  same  thing  to  be  iwvoycvhy 


Clemens  understands  the  passage  of  God:  but  Eusebius  and 
Theodorit  more  rightly  of  the  loorld  :  though  perhaps  both  may 
be  consistent,  as  some  have  imagined  God  and  the  icorld  to  be 
the  same,  and  proceeding  from  a  chaos.  But  I  incline  to  under- 
stand it  rather  of  the  tnorld  distinct  from  Gody  as  the  only 
begotten  of  God;  fMovoyeviis  being  a  title  given  to  the  world  hy 
Tima^us  LocrusS  and  Plato",  who  are  imitated  by  Philo'^. 

Here  then  iyimiro^  can  only  signify  unmade,  etemaly  or  ne- 
cessarily existing, 

P  XpA^TOv  Tov  vJov  Tov  Qtov,   Tov  Ti   rh  duovy   TO  firiT€  apxTIv  ^xov, 

ytpofuvtw  cV  vo-Ttpij^  €k  (nrepfiaros  Aa-  ^tjtc    TeXevnJi'.     Thales   apud   Dtog, 

PW  Koi  ^Afipaofi.    Ignat.  ad  Rom.  c.  Laert,  p.  22. 

vii.  p.  40.  *  IIoXXo  fuxX*  o>£  aytvrjTov  (6u  Koi 

*i  Patri  novum  innascibilitatb  no-  ava>\€Bp6v  cWw', 

men  ecclesia  imposuit.     Cum  enim  Ovkov,  fiowoyevts  re,  koi   drp^fUs, 

Sabelliana  hseresis  genitum  ex  virffine  ^d*   aytvrjrov.    Apud   Clem.  Alex.  p. 

Patrem  voluisset  asserere,  ingenttum  716.  Euseb.  Prsep.  Ev.  p.  43.  Theod. 

contra.    Hanc  confitendo  ecclesia  tra-  tom.  iv.  p.  504,  528. 

didit  Patrem, etutique  in divinis  Scrip-  *  Timseus  Locrus,  p.  4.  Gale,  alias 

tuns    ingenttum    nunquam    le^mus  p.  545.  Amst. 

Patrem.    Vigil.  Taps.  Disp.  Not.  21.  "  Plato  Tim.  c.  16.  p.  239.  Fabric. 

^  nptafivTOTovTSiv  ovrav  Q€6s'  dyt-  Vid.  Orig.  contr.  Cels.  p.  308. 

yryrov  yap.   Diog.  Laert.  lib.  i.  p.  21.  »  Philo,  p.  244,  298,  876. 
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Ocellus  Lucanusy  uses  it  to  express  heginningleu  and  endless 
existence :  or  what  we  should  call  necessary  emstence  ;  always  and 
unvariably  the  same. 

Timseus  Locrus  applies  it  to  ickas  and  to  duration :  where  he 
seems  to  mean  no  more  than  eternity  and  immutability^.  I  read 
the  word  with  single  v  in  both  places ;  there  being  no  reason  for 
making  it  double.  There  is  a  passage  of  Timaeus^^  cited  by 
Clemens,  where  the  copies  have  &Y^vvrjTos.  Sylburgius  had  ob- 
served it  should  be  iiyivrjTos  rather.  But  I  believe  the  true 
reading  is  ayivaros^  to  answer  the  dialect.  I  suppose  Timseus 
must  have  meant  wvs,  by  his  iiCa  &pxh^  one  of  his  two  prin- 
ciples :  &viyKa  was  the  other.  And  I  must  note,  that  iyharof 
here  seems  to  be  used  in  the  sense  of  underived  absolutely. 

We  may  now  descend  to  Plato,  about  360  years  before  Christ. 
It  is  frequent  with  him  to  use  the  word  ayivr\To^  to  express 
etemaly  immutahU  existence,  that  is,  necessary  existence.  And 
though  he  derived  his  vovs  and  V^xVy  ^nind  and  souly  from  the  rh 
iyaOlvy  yet  he  supposed  them  iyivrjTo^  necessarily  existing ;  as 
Athanasius^  hath  observed  :  and  the  like  is  observed  of  him  by 
£usebius<^.  Dr.  Clarke  tells  us,  in  his  Demonstration  of  the 
Being,  &c.  that,  accoi*ding  to  many  of  Platen's  followers,  the 
world  was  supposed  to  be  "  an  eternal  voluntary  emanation  from 
"  the  all- wise  and  supreme  Cause*'."'  But  I  know  not  whether 
the  Doctor  will  be  able  to  prove  this  of  them,  in  his  present 
sense  of  voluntary,  Plotinus,  who  is  one  of  his  authorities, 
makes  God's  toill  to  be  the  same  with  God's  essence :  and  he 
derives  the  very  being  of  God  from  his  taiU^  that  is,  from  him- 
self«.  You  seem  therefore  to  be  under  a  great  mistake  when 
you  tell  me,  (p.  254.)  that  the  Platonists  expressly  affirmed  the 

y  T6   irav   aviiK€Bpov  Koi  aytvrjToif  ^^Ov  Xryova-iv  €k  tov  ayaBov  yovv, 

act  re  yap  17 v  xai  Zotcu.,    Ocell,  Lucan,  Koi  rrfv  €K  tov  vov  ^x^*^'  icacroi  ycMo*« 

p.  8.  Gale.  al.  506.  a-KOvrts  to  cf  &v  tia-tp,  ovk  (<l>ofirf4rjaaw 

*Ay(vrfTos  Koi   a<f>6af}Tos  6   K6a-fios'  ofuos  koi  avra  ctTTf Tv  dyivrjra,   Athanos, 

av<ipYos  Koi  arcXevnyrof .  Id.  p.  16,  28.  de  Decret.  S,  N.  p.  234. 

*  De  idea,  to  fi€v  ay€par6p  t€  koi         ^  fiorjTas  oiKrias dycv^rovy  f twu 

dKiPOTOP,  Koi  fi€¥OP  Tf .  7»wi.  LtOCT.  p.  2.  ^<rK»v  ovrhi  &<nr(p  kcu  ircurav^xiiv' 

aycvarcd  xp6p<a  op  alS>pa  irorayoptvofu?,  cTTcira   f £   caroppolas  r^f  rov  trp^rov 

p.  ID.  atr^ov  avarrjpai  Xrya)v.     Ovde  yap  €K 

*  Mia  dpxh  iraprcap  iarlp  dy€ppriTos  rov  pfj  6ptos  avr^s  ytyopivai  oMpai 
(leg.  oycVaroff)  (I  yhp  rycvfro,  oIk  hv  Jjp  ^liXcrai,  Euseb,  Prtgp.  Ev.  1.  13.  c. 
en    apx^,  aXX*   €Kflpa  cf    hs   a    dp\a  15.  p.  694. 

€y(P€To.   Clem,  Alex.  p.  718.   Plato  in  *  Dr.  Clarke's  Demonstration,  &c, 

his  Phsedrus  applies  this  reasoning  to  p.  31.  4th  ed. 

the  soul.     Phaedr.  p.  344.  Vid.  Cicer.  «  See  Cudworth,  p.  405. 

Tusc.  i.  p.  45. 
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world  to  be  eternal^  and  by  the  will  of  Gk>d,  and  not  by  necessity  : 
as  if  toill  in  their  sense  (because  it  is  in  yours)  must  needs  be 
opposed  to  necessity,  in  your  sense  also  of  necessity ;  when  neither 
their  sense  of  wiU  nor  of  necessity  was  the  same  with  yours  ^ 

To  Plato  we  may  subjoin  Aristotle,  who  is  known  to  make 
the  world  ayivrjros,  necessarily  existent ;  which  you  (because  you 
affect  singidarity)  will  needs  call  self-existent.  But  as  there  is 
certainly  a  different  idea  from  that  of  self-existent  fixed  to  the 
word  iyivriTos^  when  applied  to  the  thing  cawed,  we  will,  with 
your  good  leave,  give  the  different  ideas  different  names.  Sim- 
plicius,  quoted  by  Dr.  Cud  worth*,  observes  of  Aristotle,  that 
while  he  makes  God  the  cause  of  the  world,  he  yet  supposes  the 
world  to  be  &yiinjTos,  necessarily  existing.  You  say,  Dr.  Cud- 
worth  justly  charges  Aristotle  with  making  the  world  self-exist- 
ent. But  Dr.  Cudworth  was  a  wiser  man,  than  to  charge  Ari- 
stotle with  it.  He  observes,  that  neither  Aristotle,  nor  any  of  the 
Pagan  theologers,  from  his  time,  ever  supposed  the  tcorld  or  the 
inferior  Gods  to  be  self  existent^  ;  but  to  proceed  eternally  from 
a  coMse.  You  allow  the  same  thing  (p.  294.)  of  the  Stoics  their 
ayivrjfroi  0€o\,  eternal  and  necessarily  existing  Gods,  produced  from 
the  substance  of  God.  So  that  now  we  have  the  sense  of  three 
famous  sects  of  philosophers,  (Platonists,  Aristotelians,  and 
Stoics,)  all  distinguishing  between  self  existence  and  necessary 
existence ;  and  all  using  the  word  ayivrjfros  to  express  the  latter 
singly,  as  often  as  they  applied  it  to  things  produced. 

From  the  whole  we  may  make  this  observation,  which  will  be 
useful  to  us  in  our  reading  the  Fathers,  that  there  is  nothing 
strange  or  uncommon  in  giving  the  title  of  ayivrjros  to  what  is 
supposed  to  have  been  produced,  or  begotten.  To  the  ancient 
instances  already  given  from  profane  writers,  I  shall  add  a  few 
more  of  something  later  date ;  one  is  from  the  Hermaic  books, 
quoted  in  Cyril',  where  the  Aoyoj  is  styled  ayivrjros,  and  yet 

'  Basil  gives  a  very  different  ac-  dopog  to  awavydCov.    Basil,  in  Her- 

count  of  these  philosophers  and  their  aem.  Horn.  i.  p.  10. 
sentiments,  that  they  supposed  the        So  also  St.  Ambrose : 
world  eternal,  and  not  by  the  toill  of        Quamvis  causam  ejus  Deum  esse 

God.  fateantur,  causam  tamen  volunt  non 

Kot  koBSti  TToXXot  Ta>v  <\>avra<TBivr<av  ex  voluntate,  et  dispositione  sua,  sed 

avwirdpxfiv  i^  aibiov  rt^  Gfw  tov  k6'  ita  ut  causa  lunbree  corpus  est.  Ambr. 

cfioVf  ovxl  yeyttnjadcu  Trap*  avrov  aw-  in Hexaem.  1.  I.  c.  5* 
€xoi>pria-a}f'  dXX*  olovfl  cmoaKiaapa  T^y         K  Th  atriov  tov  ovpavov  Bthv  XeveDv, 

^wdfutoi   axfTov    avTOfioTOis    waptmo-  ofic^s  ayfinjrov  avrhp  drrodiiKwa-i.  Cud- 

arrjpoi.     Kai  atriov  fUv  airrov  6fio\o-  worth,  p.  353. 
yova-i  rhv  Oc^v,  atriov  dc  aTrpomptrcds,         ^  Ibid. 
«r  TTJs  aicias  t6  a'S>fMf  koi  rrjs  XafiTTfj-         '  *0  xdafios  ?x€t  tlpxarra  evucdfAcvov 
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yvi/jaios  vlos.  More  may  be  cited  from  Plotinus^,  and  other  Pla- 
tonists ;  who  call  things  iyivrjra,  eternal  and  necessarily  existing^ 
though  proceeding  from  another.  All  the  while  it  is  observable, 
that  &y4i^YjT09  was  sometimes  used  in  a  higher  sense,  when  applied 
to  what  those  philosophers  called  the  Jirst  Cause^  or  sn,preme 
God :  for  it  might  then  signify  both  necessary  existence  and  self" 
existence,  that  is,  underived  absolutely :  though  it  might  often 
signify  no  more  than  necessary  existence,  abstracting  from  the 
consideration  of  self-existence :  which  may  best  be  judged  of  by 
observing  what  the  word  is  opposed  to.  I  meet  not  however  with 
the  word  iyivvrtros  to  denote  particularly  self-existent :  nor  does 
it  seem  to  have  been  in  use  so  high  as  Philo'*s  time.  For  when 
Philo  had  a  mind  to  express  how  the  A6yos  was  necessarily  exist- 
ing, but  not  self-existent,  (so  I  understand  him,)  he  had  no  way 
of  doing  it  but  by  saying  that  he  was  not  iyivrfros  in  the  highest 
sense  as  God  is,  nor  ycvrjrbs  in  the  low  sense  as  creatures  are, 
but  between  both'.  If  he  had  had  the  two  words  &yiinjTos  and 
iyhinyros,  he  might  much  more  easily  have  expressed  the  thought: 
as  many  of  the  Christian  Fathers  did  after.  I  take  the  word 
^yivvr\Tos  to  have  been  first  brought  in  by  the  Christians,  to  dis- 
tinguish the  Father  from  the  Son;  that  is,  unlegottm  from 
begotten.  But  when,  or  by  what  degrees  it  came  into  use,  is  not 
easy  to  determine.  Hardly  so  early  as  Ignatius ;  or  if  it  had, 
he  would  not  have  appUed  it  to  God  the  Son  in  any  sense : 
wherefore  it  is  highly  improbable  that  iyivi^rjros  should  be  the 
word  in  the  place  cited.  But  iyivrjros  was  a  common  word, 
and  very  applicable ;  and  the  more  likely  to  be  applied  by 
him  to  God  the  Son,  whom  he  also  styles,  as  the  Word,  Atdtoy", 


fir^fuovpyhv,  X&yov  rov  iravrap  df(rrr6'  dvayicrj   dia   ttjv   tov   Btov  ayoB^njra 

rov,   &y  fi^   cKfUfOP  npoynj    dvvafus,  ovros  rov  Koa-fiov  dti  t€  t6v  3(6p  dyaO^p 

dy€tnjTOs,  &c. ^Eori  bi  tov  ttoj/tc-  cipm,  Koi  t6v  K6a-fiov  vrrdpxciv,  Sxrrrtp 

\tiov  npdyovos,  koi  t(\€ios,  koi  y6vifios  ^Xt^  fitp,  Koi  TTvpl  avpiXJytaTarM  <l>&s, 

ypi)a-uis  vl6s,  Apud  Cyril,  Alex,  contr.  o-amort  dc  oKia.     Ibid.  c.  vii.  p.  356. 
Jul.  lib.  i.  p.  33.  1  0{$T€   aytprjTos   las  Bths   iv,  o/tyn 

^  Ttprjra  lup  yap  r^  dpxt]p  ^x^ip'  yfprjrhs  a>5  vfi€lsf  dXKa  fieaos  rStp  Axp^p, 

dy€prjTa  d€  on  fitf   vpdpop   r^p   dpx^jP  dp/(^or€pois  6prjp€va>p.  Philo,  p.  5^* 
?^«,    dKka  del  nap    oXXov    Spra  de/.         *"  "Oy  cortv  avrov  \6yos  diSios,  ovk 

Plotin.  Enn.  ii.  lib.  4.  p.  i6i,  162.  dn6  aiyrjsTrpofXBcap.  lonat.adMagnes, 

Ai  rSiP  6€£>p  ova-iai  ovfic  iy^popro'  rh  p.  25.     N.  B.  *Aibto9  nere  looks  back- 

yhp  d(l  Spto  ovbiiroTf  yipoprai ovbe  wards,  and  is  to  be  understood  a  parte 

rris  irpwnis  cuTiast  fj  aAX^Xa>v  x^P^C^^'  ante,  as  the   Schools  speak.     Com- 

rai*  &(nr(p  ovbt  ^jrv^fi?  ai  iniarrjfmi.  pare  what   Irenaeus   says;    Ubi   est 

Sallust.  de  Mund.  c.  ii.  p.  245.  sige  non  erit  Logos;  et    ubi  Logos 

AMp  6c  top  K6a-fM)p  a^daprdp  re  Ka\  non  utique  est  sige,    Iren.  1.  ii.  c.  1 2. 

dy€pr)Top  €tpat    dvdyicrj ct   yao   firj  -p,  12^. 

fjwfiptTM,    ovb€    yiyopep. /cat    OTi 
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of  like  signification  with  iyivrjros,  and  frequently  joined  with  it 
in  ancient  writers ».  I  have  nothing  further  to  add,  but  that 
the  Arian  interpolator  well  understood  the  force  of  iLyivryros  in 
that  place  of  Ignatius;  and  therefore  craftily  enough  altered 
the  passage,  applying  it  to  the  Father  only  ;  suitably  to  Arian 
principles,  which  allow  not  either  iyivvrfro^  or  iyivrfros  to  be 
applied  to  God  the  Son. 

I  should  take  notice,  that  Theodoret  lays  it  to  the  charge  of 
Satumilus,  that  he  asserted  our  Saviour  to  be  not  only  iyivrfros^ 
butalsody€ri^ro9Sthereincontradicting  himself,  since  heownshim 
to  have  a  Father.  But  it  is  difficult  to  know  whether  Theodoret 
drew  this  from  Satumilus'*s  own  expressions,  or  only  expressed 
what  he  took  to  be  Satumilus'*s  sense  in  his  own  words.  If  the 
former  were  certain,  we  should  have  a  proof  of  dyhprjros  being 
used  about  Ignatius^s  time,  though  among  heretics  only :  but 
that  I  leave  to  be  considered.  I  incline  to  think,  that  even  when 
the  Father  was  spoken  of,  the  word  was  still  ayivrjros,  but  un- 
derstood sometimes  in  the  highest  sense,  signifying  self-eadstmce ; 
as  we  see  in  the  SibyUine  verses  P.  Athanasius's  observation 
may  hold  true,  that  the  ^i;  rh  ayivrfrov  did  not  signify  the  one 
unbegotteny  but  the  one  tmderived^y  when  applied  to  the  Father ; 
carrying  in  it  both  necessary  existence^  and  self-existence :  though 
it  was  often  expressive  of  the  former  only,  being  understood  in 
opposition  to  precarums  existence,  and  nothing  else  :  and  so  the 
Son  might  be  included  in  the  ip  t6  dyivrjTov,  I  have  made  no 
account  of  any  Latin  translations  of  the  Greek  ayivrjfros,  because 
nothing  is  more  uncertain.  The  translator  of  Irenseus  is  various, 
and  often  translates  by  irmatus  or  ingenitus,  where  it  is  plain  the 
word  should  be  in/ecttis.  TertuUian  sometimes  translates  the  one 
word  ayivryros,  by  two  together,  innatus  et  vnfectvjs;  which  confirms 
me  that  the  word  was  dyivrfTOf,  and  that,  for  want  of  a  proper 
word  for  underived,  he  chose  to  express  it  by  two.  Yet  Ter- 
tuUian has  also  the  word  innatus  for  unhegoU&n  alone ;  applying 
it  to  the  Father  in  contradistinction  to  the  Son.  But  I  shall 
weary  the  reader.     He  that   would  see  more  of  the  use  of 

^  Tt  ati¥  eWi  T^  acdiov  Koi  dyiinjrop,  fitarravrds.     Ibid, 

Koi  Sx^aprov ;  f  XP^^  ovdclr  ficra-  4  Ovk  ayvoovfjifv  bi  ^t  ical  ol  €lpriK6' 

/SoX^v  €7ray€u     FkUarch,  de  tl  in  Del-  rts  tvrh  aykvrfrov  rhv  traiipa  Xeyovrcr, 

phis  Script,  oIk  ox  ytvrjTov  ical  iroirifMros  <ivTos  rov 

o  Theod.  Hseret.  Fab.  104.  \6yov  otrrof  ^pccyltav,  aXX*  Sri  fi^  cxf* 

P  "ElsOfoshg  fi6vos  tarip  \m€pfieY€0ri£  rmv  airiov,  kclL  paKKov  avros  nar^p  piv 

dyhnjTos,  Theoph,  AtUioch,  p.  181.  cort  Trjt  <ro<blas,  &c.  Athan,  vol.  i.  p. 

A.» 1-      X.    ' ff «-.         ../Cw       U ] 


AvToytv^s,  ayevr)Tos,  Suravra  KparSiv     761.  Bened. 
VOL.  II.  P  p 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


578  A   SECOND   DEFENCE  Qu.  viii. 

ayivTjTos  may  consult  the  authors  in  the  margin  ^     The  benefit 
of  what  hath  been  hinted  will  appear  as  I  go  on. 

A.D.  145.  Justin  Martyr. 

I  am  next  to  shew,  that  Justin  Martyr  also  taught  the  neces- 
sary existence  of  God  the  Son.  His  doctrine  is,  that  the  Son  is 
6  i}v,  the  I  AM;  a  phrase  expressing,  according  to  Justin,  and 
all  other  the  best  critics,  proper  emphatical  existence ;  the  same 
which  we  now  call  necessary  existence.  As  to  the  proof  of  the 
fact,  that  Justin  really  styles  God  the  Son  6  ir,  and  in  his  own 
proper  Person,  I  have  given  it  in  my  Defence* ;  and  am  now 
only  to  take  ofif  your  exceptions  to  the  evidence.  You  have  very 
little  of  moment  to  reply  ;  which  is  the  reason,  I  suppose,  that 
you  appear  so  fretted  all  the  way  under  this  Query,  and  betray 
a  very  indecent  warmth  in  your  expressions.  You  have  only  your 
old  pretence,  (which  is  worth  nothing,)  that,  according  to  Justin, 
Christ  was  Messenger^  or  Minister  to  the  Father :  and  so  he  was 
according  to  me  too,  in  my  Defence,  and  now ;  and  yet  he  is 
o  iiv  together  with  the  Father ;  and  he  will  be,  maugre  all  the 
endeavours  ot  passionate  men  to  the  contrary. 

I  insisted  further  in  my  Defence  S  that  the  veiy  reason  given 
why  the  Father  is  God,  0€O9,  (not  6  0€O5,)  is  because  he  is 
iyivriTos^  necessarily  existing. 

Now  since  Justin  every  where  expressly  styles  the  Son  0€oy, 
and  says  that  he  is  0€os,  God^  he  must  of  consequence  believe 
the  Son  to  be  necessarily  existing.  Here  you  are  in  a  passion ; 
telling  me,  (p.  296.)  that  it  ^^  is  exactly  as  ridiculous  as  if  a  man 
"  should  argue  that  since,  according  to  St.  Paul,  God'*s  being 
"  the  Father^  of  whom  are  all  things^  is  declared  to  be  the  reason 
"  of  his  being  the  one  God ;  therefore  if  the  Son  be  not  the 
"  Father,  he  is  not  God  at  all."*^  But  have  a  little  patience,  and 
you  will  see  the  clearer.  Had  St.  Paul  said,  that  the  reason  of 
the  Father's  being  God,  is  because  he  is  the  Father  0/ whom,  &c. 
it  would  be  manifest,  that,  according  to  St.  Paul,  no  one  could  be 
Grod  that  was  not  also  the  Faihsr  of  whom,  &c.  But  as  St.  Paul 
has  said  no  such  thing,  the  case  is  not  parallel.  Nor  is  the 
Father'^s  being  the  Father  ofwhm,  &c.  the  reason  or  foundation 
of  his  being  the  one  Gody  but  only  a  reason  why  he  principally  is 
styled  the  one  God :  so  that  you  have  yet  said  nothing  to  take 
off  the  force  of  my  argument  relating  to  Justin.     You  are  ex- 

^  Suiceri  Thesaur.      Petavius  de    Athanas.  de  Deer.  S.  N.  p.  207. 
Trin.  lib.  v.  c.  i,  2.    Cudworth,  p.        »  Vol.  i.  p.  206, 363, 364. 
^53*  ^54-    Montfaucon,  Admon.  in        ^  Vol.  i.  p.  3021 363. 
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tremely  angry  at  my  construing  ayivriTos  in  Justin,  eleiiiaJ^  mi- 
created^  immutable,  not  unbeffottm,  or  self- existent ;  and  you  say, 
(p.  292.)  "  that  I  have  not  the  least  ground  for  it,  from  any 
"  ancient  writer  whatsoever."  Who  would  not  imagine  you 
were  perfectly  acquainted  with  every  ancient  writer,  to  talk  of 
them  so  familiarly  ?  I  have  shewn  you  from  m^xny  ancient  writers, 
that  6,yivrp-os  has  been  commonly  applied  to  things  begotten  or 
proceeding ;  where  it  could  not  signify  unbegotten.  I  would  fur- 
ther hint  to  you,  which  perhaps  may  surprise  you,  that  you  can- 
not prove  that  ever  Justin  Martyr  used  the  word  iyivvrjros  with 
double  V,  or  that  he  knew  of  any  such  word.  That  he  uses  iiyivriTos 
is  certain ;  sometimes  meaning  by  it  tmderived  absolutely "  ; 
sometimes  necessarily  existing^.  One  thing  I  will  presume  to 
knoWy  and  to  be  certain  of,  that  in  the  place  by  me  cited,  he  used 
it  in  the  sense  of  necessarily  existing^  and  no  other ;  because  it  is 
opposed  to  precarious,  perishable  being ;  as  I  shewed  in  my  De- 
fence :  and  this  was  the  sense  that  the  old  philosophers  most 
commonly  used  it  in,  whether  speaking  of  the  svprems  Cause^  or 
their  incorruptible  Deities,  as  opposed  to  the  corruptible  creation. 

You  think  AyivrjTto,  (for  so  I  read  it,)  in  his  second  Apology X, 
must  signify  tmbegotten.  Far  from  it :  it  signifies  no  more  than 
eternal,  or  however  necessarily  existing,  in  my  sense  of  the  word. 
His  argument  requires  no  more  than  this,  that  God  should  have 
none  older  than  himself  to  have  given  a  name  to  him;  and 
because  he  had  not,  he  had  no  name :  wherefore  also  the  Son 
(as  Justin  observes)  being  coexistent  with  him  (avviiif)  from  the 
first,  and  afterwards  begotten,  had  no  name,  having  none  older 
than  himself.  Thus  the  connection  of  Justin's  sense  is  plain  and 
clear;  and  his  observation  just  and  natural.  O,  but  you  say, 
"  Justin,  in  this  very  sentence,  styles  the  Son  yewdfji^vos,  in 
"  express  opposition  to  AyeVj/Tyros.'**  But  that  I  deny ;  ycvvdixcvos 
is  opposed  only  to,  (rvum'y  his  temporal  generation  to  his  eternal 
coexistence  with  the  Father:  for  so  I  interpret  that  passage 
with  the  learned  Dr.  Grabe ;  so  entirely  void  of  all  foundation 
is  every  one  of  your  exceptions. 

To  those  already  given  I  shall  add  one  proof  more  of  Justin's 
professing  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son.     It  is  from  a 


'^  Pag.  387,  408,  410.  ed.  Thirlby.  necessary  existence. 

I  do  not  meet  with  more  places  *  Pag.  20,  37,  72,  78,  114,  128, 

where  the  word  must  necessarily  sig-  148,  149,  150. 

nify  more.     In  the  rest,  I  conceive,  it  v  Just.  Apol.  ii.  p.  13.     Grab.  p. 

must,  or  may  signify  no  more  than  114.  Thirlb. 

P  p  2 
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fragment  Only^ ;  but  there  appears  no  reason  to  suspect  its  being 
genuine.  What  I  build  my  argument  upon,  is  Justine's  styling 
the  Arfyos,  life  hy  naiiMre;  by  which  I  understand  neeesmrUy 
existing  life,  no  phrase  being  more  commonly  used  to  signify 
necessary  existence  than  <^o'e(,  or  Korh  4>v(nvj  by  the  ancients. 
This  very  phrase  of  life  by  nattMre^  is  so  used  by  Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria, and  others^.  But  what  most  of  all  confirms  this  sense, 
is  Justin  himself,  or  a  venerable  person  whom  he  produces  in 
his  Dialogue  with  approbation,  arguing  against  the  necessary 
existence  of  the  soul,  upon  this  topic,  that  she  has  not  life  in  her- 
self^, but  her  Ufe  is  precarious,  depending  on  the  willoi  another. 
Now,  in  this  fragment^  Justin  asserts,  that  the  Aoyos  \RJifehy 
nati^re^  and  enlivening  whatever  is  joined  thereto:  the  very 
description  which  the  Platonists^  give  of  the  rh  0€ibv,  the  divine 
Beinffy  which  emphatically  exists.  I  might  add  further  proofs, 
from  Justin,  of  the  Sony's  necessary  existence ;  the  same  that 
Bishop  Bull  has  produced  out  of  him  for  the  consubsta/ntiaiity  ; 
for  whatever  proves  one,  proves  both.  But  these  are  sufficient, 
and  I  may  have  occasion  to  hint  more  of  this  matter,  when  I 
come  to  answer  the  objection  made  from  the  temporal  genera- 
tion. 

A.  D.  177.  Athenagoras. 

Athenagoras,  our  next  in  order,  will  be  a  powerful  advocate 
for  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son.  He  declares  him  to 
be  oif  y€v6iJL€vos\  not  made ;  the  very  same  phrase  whereby  he 
expresses  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Father  • ;  and  which 
comes  to  the  same  as  o  ibvy  <lw<r€i  2>r,  icl  2»i;,  all  words,  or  phrases, 
expressing  in  Athenagoras  necessary  existence. 

It  is  ridiculous  of  you  to  plead,  in  opposition  to  me,  (p.  296.) 
that  Athenagoras  calls  the  Son  yiwrj^ia  in  the  very  same  sentence. 
It  is  the  thing  that  we  contend  for,  that  he  may  be  yivvrjfjLa^  and 

*  *H  Kara  ifnxnv  foo^  npo<r€n\aiai  ry  ^  Ov  yAp  ti  avrrjt  cart  tA  Qv,  »t 

r^v  <f>Bopay  dt^auev^,  Justin,  Fragm,  r^  Bc^.  Just.  Dial,  p.  33.  Jeb. 

p.  406.  Jeb.    Grabe   Spicil.  vol.  ii.  «  Ov  yap  a>r  ixerixov  rov  Qv,  aXX' 

p.  173*  »s  vapiitriKov  r^r  Btias  Cwis,  rd  Btiow 

»  Kara  <^v<nv  i(n\  Cwi  koL  Cwmoths  aBaiKxr6v  cort.   Procl,  Platon,  TkeoL 

6  vavT^i  €7r€K€wa  pov.     Cyrtl,  Alex,  p.  65. 

contr.  Jti/.  lib.  vii.  p.  250.  d  Ov;^  ms  y€v6fA€vov,  Atheiuw,  p.  38. 

Zo>^  Kara  (^o-iv  6  0€6s,  &s  Othg  €k  e  Atn^v  ficv  ov  y€p6iuvoVt  &n  rd  ttf 

Gcov,  Koi  (mfj  cV  C<»^£,  Cyril,  in  i  Joh,  ov  ylvmi,  dKkii  t6  fifi  Up,  P.  3i. 

p.  5I»  Tl  tA  6y  ^cl,  y€P€a-iv  r€  ovk  ?y«i»'  fj 

*Os  \6yot  &p,  Koi  C^>  Koi  <[>&£,  Koi  rl  r6  y€v6fjL«vop  fUv,  hv  dc  oudcfrorc. 

oX^^ca,  Koi  Qtbs,  Koi  (roi^ia,  Koi  iratrra  P.  67. 

6<ra  Korktbixriv iari,  Qr^,NyS8,contr,  Ov   divir€i  Hin^y,  dKXA  vcyouowv. 

^im.  Or.  L  p.  I.  P.  68. 
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yet  nseessarily  existing ;  nay,  that  he  is  so,  because  he  is  yivvrjixa  ^, 
properly  so  called ;  every  San  being  of  the  same  nature  with  his 
Father.  And  why  might  not  Athenagoras  think  the  Son  necei- 
earily  ewisting^  and  begotten  also!  No  philosopher  nor  Oatholic 
Christian  ever  imagined  it  at  all  inconsistent,  for  the  same  thing 
to  be  both  y€vv<ifJL€vov  and  Ayivrfrovj  as  may  appear,  in  a  good 
measure,  from  the  testimonies  I  have  given  above. 

I  have  something  further  to  plead  from  Athenagoras.  He 
intimates,  that  God  could  never  be  without  the  A6yos^,  any 
more  than  without  reason  or  wisdom;  which  is  declaring  his 
existence  as  necessary  as  the  Father's  existence  is.  See  this 
argument  of  the  a/ndefnis  explained  and  vindicated  in  my 
Sermons^:  besides  that  Bishop  Bull  has  so  fully  defended 
Athenagoras  in  particular,  from  the  senseless  charge  of  his 
supposing  the  Son  to  be  no  more  than  an  attribute  before  his 
generation,  that  an  ingenuous  man  should  be  ashamed  to  revive 
it,  till  he  can  make  some  tolerable  answer  to  what  the  Bishop 
has  said.     But  I  have  mentioned  this  matter  once  before. 

You  object;  that  Athenagoras  speaks  emphatically  of  the 
unoriginate  tmderived  eternity  of  the  Father^  as  the  one  tmbegotten 
and  eternal  Oody  and  again,  that  the  unbegotten  God  is  alone 
eternal.  Had  this  been  really  said  by  him,  yet  nobody  that 
knows  Athenagoras  could  ever  suspect  that  he  had  intended  any 
opposition  to  the  eternity  of  God  the  Son,  included  in  him ;  and 
therefore  it  were  of  no  great  moment  to  dispute  this  point  with 
you.  But  in  regard  to  truths  I  think  myself  obliged  to  observe, 
that  no  proof  can  be  given  of  Athenagoras^s  ever  using  the  word 
iyhvrfTosy  but  hyivrfros.  It  is  under  the  conception  of  necessary 
existence^  not  as  unbegotten^  that  he  proposes  the  Father  as  the 
true  Gody  in  opposition  to  all  the  perishing  and  feeble  deities  of 
the  Pagans :  and  while  he  does  this,  he  still  bears  in  mind  that 
this  Father  has  a  Son  of  the  same  nature  with  himself;  and 
forgets  not  to  mention  him  in  his  proper  place :  particularly  in 
those  very  pages  (37,  122.)  from  whence  you  quote  the  two 
passages  of  the  unbegotten  Father,  (as  you  caQ  him,)  he  takes 
care  to  bring  in  the  mention  of  the  Son^  as  included  in  him,  and 
one  God  with  him.  It  is  very  strange,  that  an  ancient  writer 
cannot  be  allowed  to  speak  of  the  Father,  in  the  first  place,  as 
the  one  Gody  (which  all  the  churches  in  Christendom  have  ever 

'  Vid.  Dionys.   Rom.  ap.  Athan.    Ai/,  €Tx^v  ttMs  h  iavr^  t6w  XAyow  dJ- 
p.  3^3.  dU»s  Xoyucbs  &p,  Athen,  p.  38. 

^   E$  dp)fis  yap  6  Qt6s,  povs  utdios         ^  Vol.  ii.  p.  I49,  &C. 
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done,  and  still  do  in  their  creeds^)  but  presently  he  must  be 
charged  with  excluding  God  the  Son  :  as  if  reserving  him  awhile 
in  mind,  and  forbearing  to  make  mention  of  him  till  it  be  a 
proper  time  and  place,  were  the  same  thing  with  excluding  him 
from  the  one  true  Godhead.  Upon  a  view  of  the  places'  where 
Athenagoras  uses  the  word  iyevrjTos,  it  is  plain  to  me,  from  what 
I  find  it  opposed  to,  that  he  means  no  more  than  ov  y€v6[i€vos,  or 
<l)V(Tu  i)v,  necessary  existence  by  it,  in  opposition  to  the  Pagan 
perishing  deities. 

A.  D.  187.  Iren.€:us. 
Irenseus  will  bo  found  to  teach  the  necessary  existence  of  God 
the  Son  many  ways,  with  great  variety  of  expression  ;  sometimes 
declaring  him  to  be  ipse  Deus^^  God  himself;  sometimes  the  selp 
of  the  Father,  Creator^  often  ;  which,  with  Irenseus,  is  always 
a  certain  argument  of  immutable  existence",  and  a  mark  of  dis- 
tinction between  what  is  necessarily  existing,  and  what  not :  inti- 
mating also,  that  whatsoever  is  a  creojture  could  never  create**. 
I  have  shewn  also,  above,  that  Irenaeus  asserts  the  Son  not  to 
be  another  God,  but  the  same  G^rf  with  the  Father;  from  whence 
it  must  follow,  that  he  is  also  necessarily  existing  as  well  as  the 
Father.  He  further  supposes  him  God^  in  respect  of  his  sub^ 
stance"^,  and  coexisting*!  always  with  the  Father.  By  these  and 
other  the  like  characters,  too  long  and  too  many  to  be  here 
cited  at  length,  does  this  very  early  and  judicious  Father  proclaim 
the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son.  I  shall  over  and  above 
produce  two  passages ;  one  where  Irenseus  styles  the  Son  infectuSy 
and  another  where  the  Father  and  his  Word  are  so  described,  as 
plainly  to  shew  that  they  are  one  necessary  existing  Being.  The 
first  runs  thus" ;  "  Thou  art  not,  O  man,  necessarily  existingy 
"  neither  didst  thou  always  coexist  with  God  as  his  own  Word^ 
I  make  no  doubt  of  infectus  being  the  rendering  of  ^.yivriros^  a 
word  often  used  by  Irenseus ;  but  whether  he  ever  has  iyevvrjros, 
unbegotten,  I  am  not  positive :  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  he 
has**.     Now  as  to  the  sense  of  the  place,  it  is  certainly  the  most 

i  Athenag.  p.  19,  37,  37,  53,  67,  q  Ibid.  p.  153,  163,  209,  243. 

J  22.  ^  Nonenim  infectus  66,0  homo,  ne- 

^  Iren.  p.  132.  que  semper  co-existebas  Deo,  sicut 

*  Ibid.  p.  139,  163,  253.  proprium  ejus  Verbum.  Iren.  p.  153. 

™  Ibid.  p.  44,  79,  190,  219,  307,  8  The  reader  may  turn  to  the  pages 

315.  here  marked,  if  he  is  disposed  to  exa- 

^  Ibid.  p.  169,  183,  240.  mine.     N.  B.  I  make  no  account  of 

o  Ibid.  p.  288.  the  present  readings. 

P  Generationem  ejus  quae  est  ex  Iren.  p.  2,  5,  11,  53,  54,  56,  67, 

Yirgine,etstt&;^an/iamquoniamDeus.  100,  loi,  103,  153,  183,  284,  285, 

Iren.  p.  217.  348.   Bened.  ed. 
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natural  to  refer  each  branch  of  the  sentence  to  the  same  Word 
of  God.  That  is  to  say,  NeitJier  art  thau  unmade ^  as  the  Word 
is,  nor  didst  thou  always  coexist  with  God^  as  he,  the  same  TFbrrf, 
has.  But  because  it  is  barely  possible  for  the  words  to  admit  of 
another  construction,  I  shall  not  contend  about  it.  One  thing 
however  is  certain,  that  the  etemcU  coexistence  of  God  the  Word 
is  here  plainly  taught ;  which,  among  all  sober  reasoners,  will 
imply  his  necessary  existence^  as  well  as  eternity. 

The  other  place  of  Irenseus  nms  thus. 

"  But  in  him  who  is  God  over  all,  for  as  much  as  he  is  all 
"  Mind  and  all  Word,  (as  we  have  said,)  and  having  nothing 
*'  sooner  or  later,  or  any  thing  of  diversity  in  himself,  but  all 
*'  equal  and  like,  and  ever  continuing  one ;  there  can  be  no  such 
"  order  of  emission,'''  (as  the  Gnostics  pretend^,) 

To  this  may  be  added  another  such  passage. 

"  For  the  Father  of  all  is  not  a  kind  of  compound  substance 
*'  (animal)  of  any  thing  besides  mind,  as  we  have  shewn.  But 
"  the  Father  is  Mind^  and  Mind  the  Father.  Wherefore  it  is 
"  necessary  that  the  Word^  which  is  of  him,  or  rather  the 
*'  Mind  itself,  since  it  is  Word^  should  be  perfect  and  impassible, 
"  and  the  emissions  therefrom  being  of  the  sam>e  substance  with 
*'  him,  should  be  perfect  and  impassible,  and  always  continue 
"  like  to  him  that  emitted  them  ^J^ 

These  two  passages  will  not  be  perfectly  understood  by  any 
that  are  not  in  some  measure  acquainted  with  the  Gnostic 
principles.  Among  other  conceits  of  theirs,  this  was  one,  that 
the  Word  was  remote  from  the  Father  in  nature  and  perfections, 
and  liable  to  ignorance  and  passion  :  which  absurd  tenet  Irenceus 
here  confutes,  by  teaching  that  the  Mind  is  Word,  and  the 
Word  Mind,  both  of  the  same  suhstance  and  perfections.     It  is 

^  In  eo  autem  qui  sit  super  omnes  emissiones,  efusdem  substantue  cum 

Deus,  totus  Nus  et  totus  Logos  cum  sint,  cujus  et  ipse,  perfectas  et  im- 

sit,   quemadmodum    prsediximus,  et  passibiles  et  semper  similes  cum  eo 

nee  aUud  antiauius,  nee  posterius,  aut  p^rseverare  qui  eas  emisit.    Ibid,  p. 

aliud  alterius  habente  in  se,  sed  toto  139. 

sequali  et  simili  et  uno  perseverante,  Compare 

jam  non  talis  hujus  ordinationis  sequi-  Qui  generationem  prolativi  homi- 

tur  emissio.     Iren,  p.  131,  133.  num  Verbi  transferunt  in  Dei  atemum 

^  Non  enim  ut  compositum  animal  Verbum,  et  prolationis  initium  dantes 

quiddam  est  omnium  Pater  prseter  et  genesim,  quemadmodum  et  suo 

Nun,    quemadmodum    prse-ostendi-  Verbo.     Et  in  quo  distabit  Dei  Ver- 

mus :  sed  Nus  Pater,  et  Pater  Nus.  bum,  imo  magis  ipse  Deus,  cum  sit 

Necesse  est  itaque  et  eum  qui  ex  eo  Verbum,  a  Verbo  hominum,  si  eandem 

est  Logos,  imo  magis  autem  ipsum  habuerit  ordinationem  et  emissionem 

Nun,  cum  sit  Logos,  perfectum  et  tm-  generationis  ?  Ibid,  p.  132. 
passibilem  esse,  et  eas  quae  ex  eo  sunt 
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plain,  that  by  Word,  in  those  passages,  is  not  meant  any 
aUrihute  of  the  Father,  but  the  Penon  of  the  Son,  by  what 
follows  in  p.  1^2.  where  he  speaks  of  the  eternal  WordxmAQT  that 
notion,  and  stiU  continues  the  same  thought  of  God  himsdf 
being  Word^  or  LogoB^  as  before.  The  Word  therefore  is  j»^i;^, 
is  impasaibhy  is  necessarily  existing^  as  the  Father  is,  according 
to  Irenseus^. 

A.  D.  192.  Clemens  Alexandrinus. 

Clemens  is  another  unexceptionable  evidence  for  the  same 
doctrine.  He  styles  the  Son  6vTm  0ei9>',  reaUy  God:  a  phrase 
which  he  often  appUes  with  particular  emphasis  to  Gk>d  the 
Father  2,  as  being  the  one  true  God,  in  opposition  to  pretended 
deities.  I  omit  here,  what  I  have  before  abundantly  shewn, 
that  the  Father  and  Son  together  are  the  one  God,  according  to 
Clemens:  I  pass  over  also  demens^s  doctrine  of  Christ  being 
Creator^  ^hnighty^  adorahley  &c.  from  whence,  by  certain  con- 
sequence, it  may  be  proved,  that  his  substance  is  truly  c^mn^  and 
necessarily  existing,  I  shall  here  insist  only  on  such  passages,  as 
more  expressly  and  directly  signify  his  necessary  existence ;  among 
which  this  is  one. 

^'  But  this  must  of  necessity  be  took  notice  of,  that  we  ought 
'^  not  to  think  any  thing  wise  by  nature,  but  the  rh  (diiov^  the 
"  divine  Being ;  wherefore  also  it  is  Wisdomy  God'*s  Power y  that 
^'  teaches  truth  :  and  from  thence  the  perfection  of  knowledge  is 
"  received*.*"  Here  Wisdom  is  plainly  included  in  the  rh  0€ibi;, 
the  divine  Beings  said  to  be  wise  by  nature^  that  is,  necessarily 
wise.  All  that  know  Clemens'^s  style  will  allow,  that  by  Wisdom 
is  meant  the  Son  of  God ^  the  teacher  of  truths  as  Clemens  himself 
explains  it  in  the  following  page^;  and  a  few  pages  after,  he 
gives  him  the  titles  of  <ro<t>lay  Wisdom^  and  bivayiLs  0eot),  Power  of 
God^y  as  here.  Wherefore  God  the  Son  is  <()t;(r€i  <ro<^s,  and  also 
TO  0etbi/,  which  fully  express  necessary  existence.  Another  pas- 
sage of  Clemens,  proving  the  same  thing,  is  as  follows.  "  We 
'-*'  are  not  as  the  Lord,  and  if  we  would,  we  cannot :  for  no 
"  disciple  is  above  his  Lord.  It  is  enough,  if  we  be  made  such 
^'  as  the  Master ;  not  in  essence^  for  it  is  impossible  for  that 

«  Vid.  Massuet.  Dissert.  Pwev.  p.    hvvaius  Qtov,  ^  dihd^wra  ri^  dKff3€uar 
138.  K^vravBdwov  ttXiprrai  ^  TcXcMxrif  r^ 


T  Clemens  Alex.  p.  86.  yi^«^a>ff.     Clem,  p.  453 

«  Ibid.p.  45, 55,  <>0, 61, 81, 93, 150.  ^  Ai'  o5  KoBoparai  tA  icoi 

^^  *E«c€cvo  be  €]fipayKrjs  irapatnjfuw'  KoXh  Kal  diKOta,     Ibid,  p.  4I 

Tfov,   a>s>  fi6vop  r6  Bilov  trotfthv  elvcu  ^  *0  Kvpios  oX^^cia,  xol  < 

<l>va'€i  yo€ia'$<u  xp^'  ^^  '^^'^  V  c^x^mi  dvpofuf  Ocov.     Ibid,  p.  457 
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"  whioh  ifl  by  adoption  (or  appointment)  to  be  equal  in  essence 
"  (or  existence)  to  what  is  by  nature :  only  we  may  be  made  eternal, 
*^  and  may  be  admitted  to  the  contemplation  of  things  that  are, 
*^  and  may  have  the  title  of  sons,  and  may  see  the  Father  in  what 
"  belongs  to  him**.*' 

In  these  words  it  is  clearly  intimated,  that  our  Liord  is  icar 
ovaCav,  essentially  J  aidd  <fy6<T€i,  by  nature,  eternal,  and  knomng,  and 
/Son  of  God:  which  are  the  known  ways  by  which  the  ancients 
express  necessary  existence,  ^o-et  as  opposed  to  O^a^t  is  a  fa- 
miliar and  very  common  expression  for  what  is  natttraUy  and 
necessarily,  in  opposition  to  voltmtary  appointment  or  designa- 
tion*. 

Clemens  has  another  celebrated  passage,  worth  the  reciting. 

**  The  Son  of  God  never  comes  down  from  his  watch-tower,  is 
^'  never  divided,  never  parted  asunder,  and  never  passes  from 
**  place  to  place ;  but  is  always  every  where,  and  yet  contained 
"  no  where :  aQ  mind,  all  light,  all  the  Father^s  eye,  sees  all 
'^  things,  hears  all  things,  and  knows  all  things  ^.^^ 

Here  we  find  the  principal  essential  attributes  of  God  (immu- 
iabiUty,  immensity,  omnipresence,  and  omniscience)  ascribed  to 
God  the  Son.  And  what  can  aQ  this  mean  less  than  necessary 
existence  f  Compare  with  it  what  I  had  just'  before  cited  from 
Irenseus ;  who  in  like  manner  describes  God  as  being  all  mmd, 
all  word,  &c.  And  it  is  observable,  that  this  was  a  way  of 
speaking  never  applied  to  any  but  the  eternal  and  necessary 
existing  God.  It  is  so  applied  by  Clemens  himself  in  another 
places.  The  manner  of  speaking  was  indeed  first  borrowed  from 
the  philosophers^,  who  appUed  it  to  none  but  the  divine  nature 

*  OvK  €<rfMP  d€  i>s  6  Kvpios,  cTTctd^  138,  149,  151,  153,  153,  158. 

fiov\6fi€Ba  ft€p,  ov  ^vvaiuda  dc.  ov^Xs  Athan.  Orat.  3.  p.  443,  537.     Eu- 

ylkp    uaBrjT^s   vntp    top   dtdcurKoKov*  stath.  apud  Theod.  Dial.  I .  The  Arian 

apKrrdp  dc  eitp  ytp^fuBa  &s  6  dtda-  doctrine  was,  Ov  dnKrti  vl6s  rU  i<mp 

iTKoKos'  ov  KOT   ovaUw'  abvpoTop  yhp  rov  GcoO.  Alexana,  Epist,  (qmd  Theod, 

loop  tJptu  TTpds  Tfjp  vnap^ip,  r6  ^co-ci  E,  H.  lib.  i.  c.  4. 

rw  <f>va'€i'  TO  dc  aidiavs  ytyoptpaiy  leai  '  Ov  ytip  i^Urrcerai  wort  rrjs  avrov 

rnp  r»p  Spmp  Btioplap  iypwupoi,  kcX  wtpuomjs  6  vUts  rov  Otov*  ov  fitptCd' 

vioifs  irpoorfyop€vto'3<u,  km  r^y  irartoa  fupos,   ovk   6woT€fip6fUpos,   ov    fura^ 

^^  r&p  olKtlwp  KoBop^p  yu&poPf   Ibid,  fiaipi^p  cic  T&nov   tls  r6irop,  ir6tmj  6i 

p.  469.  &y  iravTOTt,  Kal  fjafd<ifi§  irtpi€\6pjtpoSy 

^  XdpiTi,  Kal  ov  <t>va'€i  rrjt  vloOeo'ias  SK09  povt,  Skot  (fi&s,   narp&os  Skot 

fij^jupovs,     Greg.  Nyu,  contr,  Eun,  6<f>Bakfi6s,  iravra  6pwp,  iravra  dKovmp, 

Ub.  1.  p.  17,  136.  €id«br  irayra,  &c.     Clem,  p.  831. 

Elir»p  TTpSurop  r6  oIk€iop,  np6s  rhp  S  "OXos  oKorj  Koi  Sko9  o(f>BaXfAhs,  hfa 

iroTfpa  fuw,  Strtp  ^p  Kara  tpwrtp*  tir  r\s  rovroit  XP'7*"^'^**  ^^  6p6fjMa'i,  6 

nravavcov  ical  iraripa  vpAp,  Sirtp  fjp  S€6t,     Ibid,  p.  853. 

Kara  Bitrip,     Cyril,  Hierosol,  p.  116.  ^  Xenophimee,  some  hundred  years 

ed.  Benedict.  Yid.  et  p.  46,  1 14,  117,  before  Christ,  seems  to  have  been  the 
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as  such :  and  they  are  herein  followed  by  many*  of  the  Fathers, 
before  or  after  Clemens. 

I  shall  just  point  out  one  place  more  of  Clemens,  taken  notice 
of  by  M.  Lequien,  the  learned  editor  of  Damascen^^.  The 
words  are,  "  Let  us  hasten  to  salvation,  to  (baptismal)  regene- 
"  ration,  to  be  united  together  many  of  us,  in  one  love  after 
"  (the  example  of)  the  unity  of  the  one  singular  essence^ ^ 

The  words  are  supposed  to  be  an  allusion  to  John  xvii.  21, 
21Z,  23.  where  Christian  unity  is  described  by  our  Lord,  as 
resembling,  in  some  measure,  the  union  of  father  and  son.  This 
construction  of  that  place  in  Clemens  is  extremely  plausible : 
but  that  the  words  are  strictly  capable  of  no  other,  I  will  not 
pretend;  let  the  reader  make  his  judgment  of  it.  Having 
traced  the  doctrine  of  the  Son's  necessary  existence  down  to  Cle- 
mens, I  need  not  go  lower,  where  the  case  is  still  plainer.  As  to 
Tertullian,  you  allow,  that  he  supposes  the  Son  to  be  a  self-ex- 
istent part  of  God's  substance :  which  is  throwing  his  sense  into 
invidious  terms  to  disparage  it ;  but  is,  in  the  main,  confessing 
the  thing,  that  the  Son  is  by  him  supposed  necessarily  existing^ 
and  but  one  Person  of  the  Trinity ;  which  Tertullian  might  not 
perhaps  express  in  the  best  manner,  though  his  meaning  is  right 
and  good.  I  might  produce  vouchers  for  the  same  doctrine,  as 
many  Fathers'"  as  have  pleaded  that  God  the  Father  could 
never  have  been  without  the  Word^  any  more  than  without 
thought^  power ^  truths  Ufe^  or  the  like :  and  those  I  have  reckoned 
up  in  another  place",  whither  I  refer  the  reader. 

I  shall  content  myself  with  particularly  mentioning  one  more 
only,  and  that  is 

A.  D.  249.  Origbn. 

I  shall  begin  with  the  famous  passage  In  his  treatise  against 
Celsus,  where  he  expressly  styles  the   Son   iyivrjTos,  unmade. 


first  that  used  it.     Vid,  Diog,  LaerL  ovcrias  hwriv.     Clem.    Alex.  p.   73. 

P*  559*  Compare  p.  146. 

Plinii  Nat.  Hist.  lib.  ii.  c.  7.  Sext.  »  Hippolytus  contr.  Noet.  c.  10. 

Empiric.  coDtra  Phys.  i.  sect.  144.  Dionys.  Roman,  apud  Athanas.  333. 

*  Irenaeus,  p.  130,  131,  151,  240.  Dionys.  Alex,  apud  Athan.  230,  253, 

Novatian  c.  6.  Lactantius  de  Opif.  c.  257.  Alexand.  apud  Theod.  hb.  i.  c. 

2.  Cyrill.  Hieros.  p.  91.  ed.  Bened.  4.  Add  to  these  Methodius  (ap.Phot. 

Zeno  Veron.  in  Psal.  p.  139.  Hiero-  p.  960.)  and  Theogno8tU8,(ap.  Athan. 

nym.  in  Psal.03.  p.  371.  p.   230.)  declaring  the   Son  to   be 

^  Damasc.  Op.  vol.  i.  p.  132.  eternal  and  uncreated^  that  is,  neees- 

1  ^TTivtrtafitp  €(f  (T^mjpiav,  iiri  ttiv  sarily  existing. 

7raKiyy€V€a-iav,  th  fuav  ayatnjv  (rwa-  »  Vol.  ii.  p.  149,  150. 
X^vai  oi  noXkoi,  koto,  rrfy  rrjs  fiovaduerjs 
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that  is,  as  I  understand^  'necessarily  existing.  The  whole  sen- 
tence runs  thus®. 

"  Our  Saviour  and  Lord,  the  Word  of  God,  setting  forth  how 
"  great  a  thing  it  is  to  know  the  Father,  that  he  is  compre- 
*'*'  hended  and  known  principally,  and,  according  to  his  (Uffnity^ 
^'  by  himself  {the  Son)  alone,  and  in  the  second  place  by  those 
"  who  have  their  minds  enlightened  by  the  very  Word  of  God, 
"  says,  '  No  one  knoweth  the  Son,  but  the  Father,  neither  the 
"  Father  but  the  Son,  and  he  to  whomsoever  the  Son  shall 
"  reveal  him/  For  no  one  can  be  able  worthily  to  know  him 
^'  that  was  unmade,  and  begotten  before  all  created  nature,  as 
"  the  Father  who  begat  him :  neither  can  any  one  (know)  the 
"  Father,  as  (he  is  known  by)  his  living  Word,  his  Wisdom^  and 
"  Truths  I  need  say  nothing  here  in  defence  of  my  way  of 
rendering  wcioiys  yevrjrrjs  ^rfo-cws  irpfATOTOKosy  having  sufficiently 
vindicated  it  in  another  place  i^.  The  stress  of  my  argument  for 
the  Son's  necessary  existence  lies  in  the  word  iyivrfrov^  which  you 
are  very  sensible  of,  and  therefore  endeavour  all  possible  ways, 
though  in  vain,  to  elude  it. 

You  say,  (p.  295.)  that  "  the  place  is  evidently  corrupt.''  I 
suppose,  because  it  is  evidently  against  you.  But  where  are  your 
manuscripts !  Or  by  what  authority  do  you  pretend  to  pronounce 
any  place  corrupt^  without  the  least  shadow  of  a  reason  ?  You 
plead  the  term  TtfXdT&roKos.  But  that,  if  rightly  understood, 
confirms  the  reading  rather  than  otherwise :  for  if  the  Son  was 
begotten  before  aU  created  nature^  he  must  be  tmcreated^.  And 
I  doubt  not  but  Origen  chose  wcioTyy  yew/r^s  4^i;(rea>9,  instead  of 
Triarjs  icrfcrewy,  on  purpose  to  make  it  answer  the  better  to 
iyivrjTos  going  before,  and  to  preserve  the  elegance  of  the  sen- 
tence. You  urge  yivprjaas  avror,  as  if  the  same  thing  could  not 
be  said  to  be  ayivrjros,  and  yet  begotten  :  which  all  the philoscphers 
had  admitted,  and  nothing  more  frequent  (as  the  testimonies 
produced  above  shew)  than  the  application  of  both  to  the  same 
person  or  thing :  not  to  mention,  that  if  Christ  was  a  Son^  in  the 

o  Oiht  yap  r6v  ayimfrov,  teal  inunft  reasons  very  remarkably  upoD    the 

ytvrjrrjs  <f>va-«»s  'trpcar6TOKov,  Kar  a^iav  phrase  TrpcDriJroKOff,  &c. 

tldtvai  Tis  ^vvarat,  i>s  6  ytwria-as  avrhv  HoirjfjM  6  irpwr&roKos  naarji  leria'ttdf, 

irarfip,  oCre  r6v  iraripa  »£  6  cu^x^^  ^  ^*  yatrrphs  irp6  iwr<p6pov  y€yyrf6€U, 

X<Jyoff   Koi  av<f>ia  avrov,  Koi   akr^Beia,  6  €lni>v  «br  (rotf>ia,  irp6  di  iravrmv  fiov 

Origen.  contr,  Cels,  lib.  vi.  p.  287.  vav  ytin^  fu ;  Koi  iroXXavov  W 


P  Vol.  ii.  p.  57.  See  also  Le  3€icip\oyi<ovy€yfinnja6at,(M  ovyeyo^ 
Movne,  Not.  etObserv.p.  447.  Wall's  yivai  rhv  vViv  \ty6fuvov  tvpoi  ris  3», 
Defence,  p.  37.  Dionys,  Rom,  apud  Athanas,  p.  333. 
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strict  and  proper  sense,  (as  all  the  Fathers  have  taught,)  he 
must  have  been  wmiade^  or  necessarily  existing.  Your  last  pre- 
tence is  from  Gelenius,  the  editor,  rendering  it  ab  cetemo 
genitus:  which  is  descending  low  indeed.  You  might  have 
urged  the  authority  of  Dr.  Garke,  if  you  had  pleased,  which 
would  have  signified  to  me  as  much  as  Gelenius's.  To  imagine 
that  ayivrfrov  stands  for  iL€iyiwrfrov  is  making  any  thing  stand 
for  any  thing :  what  man  that  knows  Greek  would  use  iu^iyhvrjfros 
for  Aeiyei^s,  which  is  the  proper  word  in  such  a  case  !  To  read 
yevvrjfrhv^  as  you  pretend,  is  still  worse,  being  flat,  and  scarce 
sense :  besides  that  Origen,  intending  here  to  say  the  highest 
things  that  could  be  said  of  the  Son,  would  never  use  any  such 
expression  in  this  place. 

Mr.  Whiston^,  I  think,  has  two  or  three  little  exceptions, 
more  than  you  have  mentioned.  He  appeals  to  Origen^s  known 
*'  doctrine  and  language  elsewhere."  But  neither  has  this 
pretence  any  weight  or  force  in  it.  Origen's  doctrine  can  no 
way  be  better  known  than  from  this  very  treatise;  which  is 
every  where  conformable  with  what  he  has  here  said^.  And  I 
have  produced  some  evidence  of  it  above.  There  is  another 
place,  in  this  very  treatise,  where  Origen  teaches  the  same  doc- 
trine implicitly,  while  he  clearly  distinguishes  and  exempts  the 
Son  iLiro  iravros  ycjnjTov  ^^Jram  all  created  being :  which  comes  to 
the  same  thing  as  the  styUng  him  iyivrfros. 

Mr.  Whiston  has  one  plea  more  from  the  silence  of  Origen's 
Athanasian  vindicators.  But  this  is  very  sUght,  unless  all  that 
was  ever  anciently  pleaded  for  Origen  were  still  extant ;  whereas, 
we  have  very  little,  in  comparison,  remaining.  But  if  Origen's 
friends  were  silent  on  this  head,  it  may  be,  his  adversaries  may 
have  supplied  the  defect.  Among  the  heads  of  the  accusation 
drawn  up  against  him,  this  was  one,  quod  dixerit  filium  innatum, 
that  he  asserted  the  Son  to  be  tmbegotten^.  It  is  no  improbable 
conjecture  of  the  learned  Huetius'^,  that  they  had  respect  to  this 
very  passage ;  maliciously  and  captiously  construing  iyivtfov^ 
tmbegott^t,  instead  of  wnmade.  But  enough  of  this  matter.  It 
appears  from  what  hath  been  said,  that  there  is  no  reason  at  all 
for  imagining  the  place  comipt.     You  have  no  manuscript,  no 

'  Whiston's  Reply  to  Lord  Not-  \6yov,  8s  ttrri  kclL  <ro<f>ia  Cwra,  #cal  vl^s 
tingham,  p.  15.  Oeov,  ry  cirl  irwri  ©c^.    Orig.  contr, 

•  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  ii.  c.  9.  Cels.  lib.  iii.  p.  160. 

*  "Aixiktop  irp6s  6,  riirorovv  ytvrjrhv        ^  Pamphili  Apolog.   p.    235.    ed. 

ircarrhi    fiiv    af^mrcurn    y€vrjTov,    Bened.  inter  op.  Hieron. 
npoa'ayovoT]  dc  fit*  ifA^lnixov  Koi.  C&vros        »  Huetii  Ongeniana,  p.  43. 
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i>ari(ms  lection^  no  plea  from  the  context,  none  from  Origen'*8  doc- 
trine in  other  places,  (however  not  in  this  treatise,)  no  argument 
of  any  kind^  but  what  is  mere  trifling :  nor  have  you  been  able 
to  invent  any  correction  or  emendation^  but  what  either  is  not 
Greek,  or  makes  the  sentence  flat,  and  even  silly  in  comparison : 
so  unfortunate  and  unadvised  a  thing  is  it,  to  play  the  critic  in 
a  wrong  place. 

Origen,  as  we  have  seen,  has  styled  the  Son  iyhn^ros^  unmade, 
or  uncreated,  (for  that  is  his  own  interpretation  3^  of  the  word 
iyivrjTosi)  and  it  is  no  objection  to  this,  that  other  Fathers 
have  been  sparing  of  applying  that  title  to  Christ.  The  reason 
is,  because  the  word  iyivrjros  was  ambiguous,  and  was  not 
applicable  to  Christ  in  every  sense  of  it.  For  the  like  reason  it 
is,  that  yevrjTbs  is  also  very  rarely  applied  to  Christ:  which 
though  it  might  be  applicable  in  one  sense',  yet  being  more 
generally  used  in  another,  and  too  low  a  sense,  was  therefore 
avoided.  It  is  once  applied  to  Christ  by  the  Antiochian  Fathers 
directly,  and  again  obliquely:  though  a  doubt  may  be  made 
whether  it  should  be  ycvj/jris  or  y€vvrfr6s.  And  Origen  (I  do  not 
remember  any  other  of  the  Ante-Nicenes)  is  charged  by  Epipha- 
nius^  with  so  applying  it:  which  Epiphanius,  as  the  humour 
then  ran,  very  partially  wrests  to  an  ill  sense,  though  he  would 
have  interpreted  the  same  word  more  candidly  in  any  one  but 
Origen,  as  he  there  declares.  So  much  had  the  Eustathian 
party  prevailed  in  their  unreasonable  clamours  against  Origen, 
notwithstanding  the  endeavours  of  the  wisest,  and  coolest,  and 
best  men  of  the  Church,  and  even  Jerome  amongst  them  for  a 
considerable  time.  However,  though  the  phrase  of  yevrfros  0€O5 
might  bear  a  good  sense,  (and  I  doubt  not  was  so  intended  by 
Origen,)  yet  I  commend  not  his  discretion  in  the  use  of  it ;  since 
it  might  also  bear  an  ill  one,  and  had  been  a  phrase  applied  by 
the  Platonists  to  their  inferior  gods,  or  to  the  world.  It  might 
be  on  account  of  some  of  these  uncautious  sallies  of  Origen,  that 
he  was  forced  to  purge  himself  to  Pope  Fabian,  in  a  letter  to 
him  :  after  which,  as  in  his  treatise  particularly  against  Celsus, 
he  was  more  cautious,  and  kept  closer  to  the  language  of  the 

y  ^Ayhnjroi  ovam,  Kai  fi^  tm6  Oeov  oItuk  SXXfjs  irapay6fievov,  koi  ovk  Hvra 

KTiadfia'cu,     Orig.  contr.  Cels,  p.  187.  avr&yopov,  ovdi  avB}m6(Trarov,   Cran- 

*  Vfvrjrhs  sometimes  denotes  only  tor,  apud  Prod,  in  Tim.  p.  85. 
a  thing's  proceeding  from  another,         Tevrjrhv,  t6  ^ntuxrovv  mr  alrias  ik^«- 

whether  eternally  or  temporally,  whe-  arafitvov,     Vid.  Cudw.  p.  254. 
therby  generation  or  creation.  *  Epiphan.  Hseres.  Origenist.  c.  vii. 

T€vtjr6v  Xcyccrdai  rbv  K6<rfiop  a>r  dii^  viii.  p.  531' 
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Church.  To  proceed  :  I  might  produce  other  very  clear  proofs 
of  Origen'^s  faith  in  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son,  from 
the  attributes  of  irnmutoMUty^y  (ynmipresence^y  impassibility^^  &o. 
which  he  ascribes  to  him,  as  well  as  from  other  topics  e.  But  I 
refer  the  reader  to  Bishop  Bull's  accurate  account  of  him  and 
his  sentiments,  and  now  hasten  to  what  is  most  material,  to 
take  off  your  famous,  and  almost  only  objection  drawn  from  what 
the  Fathers  have  said  about  Christ's  generation  being  by  the  will 
of  the  Father. 

3.  I  am  here  to  inquire,  in  what  sense,  and  by  whom,  necessary 
generation  or  emanation  was  taught;  and  to  account  for  the 
Son's  being  said  to  be  generated  by  the  tmll  of  the  Father. 

Here,  in  the  first  place,  we  are  carefully  to  distinguish  between 
those  who  asserted  a  temporal  generation  only,  and  those  who 
asserted  an  eternal  generation.  As  to  the  former,  it  may  be 
allowed,  that  they  supposed  the  generation  to  be  by  the  vrill  of 
the  Father,  even  in  your  sense  of  toill :  and  all  you  now  have  to 
do,  is  to  prove,  if  you  are  able,  that  those  writers  believed 
no  real  or  substantial  existence  of  the  Son,  antecedent  to  that 
generation. 

As  to  the  latter,  who  held  eternal  generation,  your  business  will 
be  to  shew,  that  they  believed  it  to  be  an  a(^  of  the  toiU  in  your 
sense  of  toill^  if  possible  to  be  done :  or,  without  this,  you  do 
nothing.  It  were  sufficient  to  men  of  sense,  and  to  scholars,  to 
have  pointed  out  a  way  of  solving  all  that  you  have,  or  ever  can 
advance  upon  this  head  :  but  because  some  readers  will  want  to 
see  some  things  more  particularly  cleared,  I  shall  be  at  the  pains 
of  tracing  this  matter  down  quite  through  the  Fathers ;  shewing 
you  your  mistakes,  all  the  way.  You  will  not  expect  I  should 
take  any  notice  of  the  Apostolical  Constitutions,  so  often  and  so 
unanswerably  proved  ^  to  be  a  patched,  spurious,  and  interpolated 
work.  Nor  shall  I  have  any  thing  to  do  with  Ignatius's  inter- 
polated epistles,  till  you  have  confuted  Bishop  Pearson  and 
Daill^.     I  refer  you  to  a  learned  foreigner  «f,  in  the  margin,  for 

^  Oriffen.  contr.  Gels.  p.  169,  170.  171.      * Kiravyaaiui  ffxarhs  aidiov,  p. 

c  Ibid.  p.  63,  164,  209,  325.  387.  Tfjs  dkrimas  ovo-ia,  p.  386. 

d  Ibid.  p.  77,  170.  '  See  Ittigius  de  Pseudepigraphis 

c  Viz.  the  many  strong  expressions  Apostolorum^  p.  190.   Mr.  Turner  on 

of  the  Son's  real  and  natural,  or  es-  the  Apost.  Constitutions.     Dr.  Smal- 

sential  divinity  occurring  in  that  trea-  broke, 

tise  of   Origen.     T^s    Betas  <l}va€<os  8:  Quas  solas  genuinas  esse,  alteras 

dfravya(rfia rod  Ociov,  p.  342.     Tfj  vero  illas  quas  sinceras  esse  dixi,  ab 

^o-€(  KvpLov  \6yov  ecoO,  p.  392.    T^V  Athanasio  decurtatas,  inauditum  et 

rov  ^ftov  \6yov  (pvo-tias  Svros  Qtov,  p.  incredibile  Wilhelmi  Whistoni,  novi 
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the  sense  of  wise  and  judicious  men  in  relation  to  Mr.  Wbiston'^s 
wild  attempt  to  substitute  the  larger  instead  of  the  smaller 
epistles.  I  proceed  then  to  the  genuine  Ignatius,  in  the  smaller 
epistles.  I  allowed  in  my  Defence  ^,  that  Ignatius  supposes  the 
Son  to  be  a  Son  by  the  will  of  the  Father ;  and  I  shewed  in 
how  many  senses  it  might  be  taken,  without  at  ail  favouring 
your  principles.  You  imagine  I  was  greatly  puzzled ;  which  I 
take  to  be  an  argument  only  of  your  small  acquaintance  with 
those  matters.  You  pretend  that  three  of  the  senses  have 
no  distinct  sense.  But  are  you  to  sit  down  in  your  study,  and 
make  reports  of  the  ancients  out  of  your  own  head,  without 
looking  into  them,  to  see  in  what  sense  they  used  their  phrases  • 
I  was  not  inquiring  what  you  or  I  should  now  express  by  the 
word  will^  but  what  ideas  the  ancients  had  sometimes  fixed  to 
the  word :  for  by  that  rule  we  must  go  in  judging  of  the  ancients. 
What  think  you  of  those  that  gave  the  name  of  WiU^  or  the 
Father's  Will,  to  the  Person  of  the  Son*  ?  They  had  a  meaning, 
though  not  such  a  meaning  as  you  or  I  now  understand  the 
word  tcill  in.  They  must  therefore  be  interpreted  by  the  ideas 
which  they^  and  not  we,  affixed  to  the  phrase,  or  name.  And 
what  think  you  of  others  who  used  the  phrases  of  omnipotent^ 
or  all-containing  Will,  (as  we  have  seen  above,)  had  not  they 


Arianorum  in  Anglia  Promachi,  para- 
doxon  est,  singulari  nuper  scripto 
proditum  magis  quam  demonstratum. 
Fabricii  Bibl.  Or.  lib.  v.  cap.  i .  p.  40. 

The  same  learned  writer  has  also 
very  lately  given  his  judgment  of  Mr. 
Whiston^s  attempt  about  the  Consti- 
tutions. 

Quam  parum  feliciter  hoc  ei  suc- 
cesserit,  evidenter  exposuenint  Rob. 
'i\imeru8,  Richardus  Smalbroke,  Jo. 
Emestus  Grabe:  consulendus  etiam 
Simon  Ockley.  Licet  vero  Whistonus 
identidem  tueri  sententiam  suam  co- 
natus  est  repetitis  scriptis  adversns 
Grrabium,  adversus  Petnun  Allixium, 
adversus  Tumerum,  vix  quemquam 
tamen  antiquitatis  ecclesiasticse  peri- 
tum  confido  esse  £uturum>  cui  ulius 
argumenta  petita  longius,  et  coniec- 
turse  leves,  rem  tantam  persuadere 
poterunt.  Fabr,  Bibl.  Gr.  vol.  xi.  p. 
II. 

Ji  Vol.  i.  p.  349. 

*  *Aya0ov  irarphs  ayaBbv  ^vkrjfjia. 
Clem.  Alex.  p.  309. 

GcXi/fux  TTtan-oKpaTopuchv,  Sovereign 
Will,  p.  647. 


Ipse  erat  Voluntas  et  Potestas  Pa- 
tris.     Tertull.  de  Orat.  cap.  4. 

&€\rjfia  rov  irarp6s  tarw  'hftrovs 
Xpitrrds.  Hippol.  contr.  NoSt.  cap. 
xiii.  p.  15. 

Charitatem  ex  charitate  progenitam. 

Voluntas  ex  mente  procedens 

Orig.  TTfpl  dpx&v.  Pamph.  Apol.  p.  335. 

Trip  rov  irarphs  ^vkrjo'iv.  Constant, 
apua  Gelas.  part.  3. 

BovX^  Koi  OeXrffjM  rov  Trarp6s.  Atha^ 
nas.  p.  613. 

Sicut  Sapientia,  et  Verbum,  et  Vir- 
tus Dei,  et  Veritas,  et  Resurrectio,  et 
Via  dicitur,  ita  etiam  Voluntas.  Hie- 
ronym.  Com.  in  Iktk.  i.  p.  523. 

Quidam  ne  Fiuum  consilu  vel  vo- 
luntatis Dei  dicerent  unigenitum  Ver- 
bum, ipsum  Consilium,  seu  FoZtm- 
tatem  Patris  idem  Verbum  esse  dix- 
erunt.  Sed  melius,  quantum  existimo 
dicitur  Consilium  de  Consilio,  et  Vo- 
luntas de  Voluntate  j  sicut  substantia 
de  substantia,  Sapientia  de  Sapientia. 
Augustin.  Trin.  lib.  xv.  cap.  38.  p. 
994.  Vid.  Petav.  Do^at.  vol.  i.  p. 
239.  Ck>teler.  Not.  m  Recogn.  p. 
493. 
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some  different  idea  of  will  from  that  which  you  have !  And  must 
not  they  be  interpreted  accordingly!  You  are  very  angry  at 
those  that  have  presumed  (without  your  leave)  to  say  the  "  Will 
«  of  God  is  God  himself,""  (p.  259.)  And  yet,  whether  the 
saying  be  right  or  wrong,  when  you  would  interpret  the  doctrine 
of  such  as  made  that  their  maxim,  you  must  take  their  words  as 
they  meant  them,  and  according  to  their  ideas,  and  not  your 
ot€n.  For  aught  I  see,  they  spake  more  properly  than  you  do 
in  so  often  mentioning  <icts  of  the  will.  Does  any  thing  ad  but 
an  a^gen^;  and  is  the  wVH  an  agent  f  How  absurdly  do  you 
speak !  Not  that  I  should  blame  you  for  using  a  common 
phrase :  only  do  not  be  so  very  severe  and  smart  upon  others ; 
who  knew  how  to  speak  as  properly,  or  perhaps  more  properly 
than  you^.  It  seems  to  be  owing  only  to  narrowness  of  mind, 
and  want  of  larger  views,  that  you  would  confine  all  writers  to 
your  particular  modes  of  speaking.  The  word  wiU  has  been 
used  by  some  of  the  ancients  to  signify  any  natural  powers  of 
God^.  WUly  in  the  sense  of  approbation  or  acquiescence,  is  very 
common  with  ancient  writers :  nor  was  it  thought  absurd  to  say, 
that  God  had  tmUed  thus  or  thus,  from  all  eternity,  and  could 
not  toill  otherwise.  Whether  there  be  any  thing  very  edifying 
in  these  notions  or  not,  is  not  the  question.  But  when  we  are 
searching  into  the  sentiments  of  the  aaicients,  we  must  carefully 
observe  in  what  sense  they  understood  the  terms  they  made  use 
of :  otherwise  we  shall  be  apt  to  make  very  gross  mistakes  in  our 
reports  of  them.  To  return  to  Ignatius.  To  cut  off  dispute, 
I  admitted  that  Ignatius  might  understand  by  generation,  a 
'colv/mtary  antemundane  generation,  or  manifestation^  with  several 
other  Fathers.  In  answer  to  which,  you  tell  me,  that  I  should 
*^  have  proved  that  he  had  somewhere  or  other  spoken  of  another 
"  higher  generation,  otherwise  I  have  given  up  the  question.*" 
What  question!  the  question  of  the  eternal  or  necessary  ex- 
istence of  the  Logos  f  Nothing  like  it.  I  admitted  that  many 
of  the  Fathers  speak  of  no  higher  a  generation  than  that  ante^ 
mwndane  one :  but  still  I  insist  upon  it,  that  those  very  Fathers 
acknowledged  the  existence  of  a  real  and  living  Word^  a  Word 


^  See  Petavius's  Dogmata  IlieoL    est  Voluntas.    Mar,    Victorm.  ado, 
ol. i.  lib.  I.  cap.  8.  p.  61,  &c.  lib.  5.    Arium,  lib.  i.  p.  199.  Basil,  e  ~ 
cap.  4.  p.  311.  cap.  13.  p.  339.  Petavii  Dogm.  vol.  i.  p.  339. 


vol.i.  lib.  I.  cap.  8.  p.  61,  &c.  lib.  5.    Arium,  lib.  i.  p.  199.  Basil,  ed.    Vid. 
ip.  4.  p.  311.  cap.  13.  p.  339.  Petavii  Dogm.  vol.  i.  p.  339. 

Where  may  be  seen  what  Fathers        Tovrdv  yhp  ffyovfuu  ^p6vrfinif  koI 


mdthe  WiUqfOodwas  Oodhimseff,    Povkfjaaf  ciWu.      Atkan.   Orat.  cap, 
and  what  thev  meant  by  it.  Izv.  p.  613. 

1  Omnia  rotentia  naturalis  (Dei) 
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of  Crod,  eternally  related  to  the  Father,  whose  Word  he  is : 
which  relation  to  the  Father  as  his  ffead^  is  all  that  any  writers 
ever  meant  by  eternal  filiation.  They  therefore  acknowledged 
the  same  thing,  but  mider  anothernam^  .*  there  was  no  difference 
in  doctrine^  but  in  the  eoBpression^  and  the  manner  of  toording  it ; 
as  I  observed  in  my  Defence"*.  Ignatius,  of  whom  we  are  now 
speaking,  owns  an  eternal  Logos^  and  his  necessary  existence ;  as  I 
have  already  proved :  which  is  sufficient  to  my  purpose,  unless 
you  can  shew  that  he  meant  an  attribute  only,  by  the  TA>gos. 

I  go  on  to  Justin  Martyr ;  who,  as  I  before  allowed,  speaks 
of  no  generation  higher  than  that  voluntary  ante-mundane 
generation,  otherwise  called  nuini/estation :  and  I  shewed  both 
from  Justin  and  Methodius,  that  a  manifestation  might  be  called 
a  generation^.  To  the  same  purpose  I  quoted  Hippolytus^; 
who  plainly  makes  a  manifestation  to  be  the  Son^s  generation ; 
as  do  also  several  others  P.  Now  certainly  there  is  nothing 
amiss  in  supposing  God  the  Son  to  have  been  manifested^  in  the 
proper  season,  by  the  toill  of  the  Father.  I  allow  then  that  the 
Logos  became  a  Son  (according  to  Justin)  by  voluntary  appoiTit- 
ment :  but  I  do  not  allow  that  he  became  God.  The  latter  is 
what  you  are  endeavouring  to  prove  out  of  Justin.  The  passage 
which  you  insist  principally  upon  is  this,  which  I  have  explained 
in  my  Defence  %  and  elsewhere'.  "  Who,  according  to  his  (the 
"  Father^s)  will,  is  both  God,  being  his  Son,  and  an  angel  also, 
"as  ministering  to  his  wiU^.^  Upon  which  I  observed  that 
Christ  is  not  here  said  to  be  God,  by  the  will  of  the  Father; 
though  if  it  were,  it  might  hear  a  good  sense.  For  supposing  that 
to  be  the  case,  Justin  may  mean  no  more  than  that  the  Son 

™  Vol.  i.  p.  366,  &c.  Creata   est    ergo    Sapientia,    imo 

*»  T6t€  yivto-iv  avrov  Xtywv  yiv^oBat  aenitaj  non  sibi  quae  semper  erat,  sed 

roit  cw6pan'ois,  t^Srov  ^  yvwra  avrcv  his  quae  ab  ea  fien  oportebat.   Pseud- 

^ftcXXc  yivfa-Bcu.    Just.  Mart.  Dial.  Ambros.  de  Fid.  cap.  2.  p.  349. 

p.  370.  Dens  Fllium  non  doloribus  partnrit 

Ilpo6irra  rfbrj  irp6  rta¥  aioi>v»v  iv  roi£  sed  virtutibus  esse  manifestat :   nee 

ovpapois,  f^ovkrjdrip  Koi  r^  xdirfuf  ycv  prseter  se  facit  quod  ex  se  est ;  sed 

vrjccu,  &  brf  itm  irp6(rB€v  cr^oovfKvov  generat,  dum  quod  in  se  est  aperit,  et 

yvwpio-at.  Method,  apud  Phot.  Cod.  revelat.  De  Patre  processit  Filius,  non 

237.  p.  960.  recessit :  nee  successurus  Patri  pro- 

°  *Ov  X6yov  Zx»v  cv  iavrS,  a6par6v  divit  ex  Patre,  sed  prodivit  mansurus 

T€  Hvra,  r£  m-t^o/i^i^  K6a-fu^  6parbv  semper  in  Patre.  Petr.Ckry sol.  Serm. 

iroui,  npmpav  <fi«»v^v  (fiBfyyoyAvost  km  Ivii.  p.  51. 

<b&s  €K  iftanhs  y€w&v.   Hippol.  contr.  Q  Vol.  i.  p.  350. 

Noet.  cap.  10.  '  Vol.  ii.  p.  254. 

P  Cujus  ex  ore  prodivit  uni^enitus  ^  T6v  Kara  /SovX^v  r^y  iKtivov  xal 

Filius,  cordis  ejus  nobilis  inqmlinus ;  ecdv  Svra,  vl6v  avrov,  Koi  SyytKov  €k 

exindevi^i^'/tgeffectusouiahumanimi  rov  vrniptTth  rfj  yv^fig  avrov.   Dial. 

genus  visitaturus  erat.  Zen.  Veronens.  p.  370. 

VOL.  II.  Q  q 
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acted  and  appeared  as  Gody  with  consent  of  the  Father,  who 
appointed  him  so  to  appear  and  act,  being  every  way  qualified 
for  so  doing,  as  being  Son  of  God,  and  so  really  God.  This  sense 
the  words  may  reasonably  bear,  were  it  certain  that  Justin 
applied  the  words  Karh.  fiovX^v  to  the  first  part  of  the  sentence 
0€ii;  ovra.  Or  if  this  be  not  admitted,  Karh  pw/^v  may  mea» 
no  more  than  that  the  Son  is  God,  and  in  perfect  harmony  with 
the  Father ;  not  an  ArUi-God,  not  set  up  in  opposition  to  him  : 
according  to  what  Justin  says  elsewhere ;  &pi$pt/^ — €T€pos,  aXXa 
oi  yvdfjLTj',  adding,  that  he  never  did  any  thing  but  what  was 
perfectly  agreeable  to  the  will  of  the  Father.  Neither  of  these 
senses  is  any  thing  so  improbaUe  as  yours,  tiiat  the  Son  ''  was 
^  God  by  voluntary  appointment  :'*'  which  none  of  the  othar 
Fathers  ever  said  or  thought ;  nor  has  Justin  any  thing  else- 
where to  coimtenance  such  a  notion.  But  besides  what  I  have 
here  pleaded,  I  further  urged  that  the  words  did  not  necessarily 
require  the  application  of  Kara  /3ovX^v  to  both  the  parts  of  the 
sentence  singly :  but  I  understood  them  thus ;  that  it  was  the 
Father^s  good  pleasure  that  he  who  before  was  Gody  as  being  his 
Shn^  should  now  be  God  and  Angel  both,  by  the  addition  of  the 
office.  That  he  was  one,  was  necessary ;  but  that  he  should  be 
both  in  one,  this  was  a  matter  of  vohmtary  appointment.  In 
like  manner  it  may  be  said  to  be  by  the  Father's  good  pleasure, 
that  he  is  06^9  and  iLvBpwnos  together,  or  BeapOpmiros*  I  do  not 
yet  see  any  thing,  either  in  Justin'^s  words,  or  in  your  comments 
upon  them,  that  should  move  me  to  recede  from  this  construc- 
tion :  however,  I  leave  it  to  tile  learned,  to  judge  whether  there 
be  any  thing  harsh  or  unnatural  in  it. 

You  charge  me,  (p.  264.)  with  "  self-contradiction,**^  for  saying 
in  a  note",  that  though  the  Son  was  God  as  being  a  Son,  and  a 
Son  Kara  ^ovkifVj  yet  he  was  not  God  Kara  PovXrjv,  You  should 
have  let  the  reader  see  what  1  had  offered  in  the  same  place", 
to  clear  up,  and  take  off  the  pretended  contradiction.  Let  us 
consider  whether  a  few  words  may  not  set  all  right :  he  proceeded 
from  (was  not  created  by)  the  Father;  therefore  he  is  God. 
The  procession  makes  him  a  Son^  and  is  voluntary ;  but  at  the 
same  time  shews  him  to  have  been  always  God.  For  since  he 
was  not  i^  ovK  ovrav^  was  not  created^  but  proceeded  as  a  Son 
from  the  Father ;  therefore  he  is  of  the  same  nature  with  hini, 
and  God  from  all  eternity.  Wherefore  though  he  is  a  Son  Karh 
PovXiiVf  and  God  because  a  Son^  he  is  not  God  Kara  ^ovA^r,  which 
*  Justin.  Dial.  p.  164.        «  Vol.  i.  p.  350.  See  also  vol.  ii.  p.  255,  256. 
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I  aaaeried.  And  now  where  is  the  cantradictum  f  Your  objecting 
(p.  265.)  that  the  tupreme  <jM  cojuld  not  minister  as  an  arufd, 
has  been  often  answered  t  so  we  may  (Hsmiss  such  quibbling  for 
the  future.  As  to  Christ  being  xvpios  bvviti.€(0v  by  the  Father's 
appointment,  I  have  allowed  it  above,  in  Justin'^s  sense ;  which 
comes  not  up  to  the  sense  of  the  Hebrew.  As  to  the  Father's 
being  Lard  of  the  Sen,  Justin  explains  it  by  his  being  Cause,  or 
Fottutain  of  the  Sont  in  which  aU  Catholics  are  agreed  ^  You 
object  that  the  generation  (compared  with  one  fire  lighted  from 
another)  was  yot  dvycJ^ci  icoi  /SovAy  aSrrov.  I  do  not  well  apprehend 
what  you  have  been  doing  for  a  page  and  a  half.  You  seem  to 
think  that  I  have  somewhere  denied  the  hiffhsst  generation, 
spoken  of  by  Justin,  to  be  Umporal ;  whereas  I  have  constantly 
allowed  it :  and  so  you  do  not  dispute  against  me. 

The  Son  proceeded  ^9  U  (Piarbs,  in  time^  according  to  Justin, 
and  according  to  many  more  besides  him ;  particularly  Hippo- 
lytus,  and  perhaps  even  the  Nioene  Fathers.  Well,  but  then 
you  will  say,  what  becomes  of  what  I  call  eternal  generation  f  I 
answ^,  that  before  the  proceidon,  the  Aoyos  was  ^v  yatrrpl  y,  as 
Justin  would  have  expressed  it;  in  eorde,  pectore^  utero,  as 
others '.  And  this  is  the  same  thing  which  Post-Nicene  Fathers 
called  eternal  ffenerafion ;  viz.  that  eternal  relation  and  reference 
which  he  had  to  the  Father ;  in  whom^  and  wUh  whom,  and  of 
whom,  he  always  was.  So  that  there  is  stiU  no  more  than  a  dif- 
ference in  ««7ortib  between  Justin's  doctrine  of  the  generation  and 
Athanasius's ;  for  Athanasius  owned  the  proceision  which  Justin 
speaks  of,  as  nmch  as  he. 

You  had  cited  a  second  passage  from  Justin ;  which,  by  your 
leaving  oat  a  material  paii  of  the  sentence,  was  made  to  run 
thus :  "  He  hath  all  these  titles,  viz.  Son.  Wisdom,  Angel,  God, 
*'  Lord,  and  Word,  from  his  beipg  begotten  of  the  Father  by 
"  his  will.''  The  thing  that  offended  me  here,  was  to  find  angel 
brought  in  among  the  other  names,  as  given  him  on  account  of 
his  being  begotten.  For  if  this  were  the  case,  he  would  be  an 
angel  by  nature,  and  not  by  office  only ;  which  is  directly  making 
a  creature  of  him,  suitably  to  your  sense  of  begotten  •:  and  you  will 
remember  that  you  had  produced  this  citation  among  others,  to 

*■  Vid.  Bull.  D«  F.  Beet.  iv.  c^.  2.        '  Cordis    ejus   nobilis   inqtiilinuf . 

p.  259.  Zen,  Veron. 

y  *EKya(rrp6sy€VprfS^vai,  Just.  Dial.        Ex  ore  <}uamlibet  Patris  sis  ortus, 

p.  85.  et  verbo  editus,  tamen  patemo  in  pec- 

*Ep  Kapdi^  Gcotf.    Theopk.  Antioch.  tore  sophia  csdlebas  prius.   Prudent. 

p.  129.  Hymn.  xi.  p.  47. 

Q  q  a 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


596  A  SECOND  DEFENCE  Qu.viii. 

prove  that  the  Son  was  "  brought  into  existence  ;^  it  is  your 
very  expression &.  I  had  therefore  just  reason  to  complain  of 
your  leaving  out  the  words,  from  his  ministering  to  his  Father*s 
wiU^  which  shewed  the  name  cmgel  to  be  a  name  of  office^  and 
gave  a  new  turn  to  the  whole  sentence.  The  censure  I  passed 
upon  your  quoting  so  ca/rehsdy  or  jMrtiaUyy  was  only  this : 
^^  The  account  you  give  is  such  as  must  make  one  think  either 

"  that  you  never  saw  the  book  you  mention,  or  else ^  with 

a  stroke :  which  you  are  pleased  to  call  "  wrathful^  and  "  un- 
^'  christian  ;^  as  it  is  natural  for  a  man,  when  he  is  detected,  to 
fly  in  the  face  of  the  calmest  rebuke,  and  to  give  hard  names. 
You  now  tell  me,  you  had  no  design  in  the  citation  more  than 
this ;  to  shew  that  the  Son  was  ''  begotten  by  the  will  of  the 
"  Father."^  Had  that  been  all,  you  should  have  had  no  contra- 
diction from  me :  for  I  had  again  and  again  allowed  it  to  be 
Justin'^s  doctrine.  But  if  you  did  not  design^  you  had  really  done 
more,  in  thsA,  jMrticU  citation;  which  I  saw,  at  least,  if  you  did 
not :  and  could  I  imagine  you  so  unthinking,  as  not  to  perceive 
how  the  alteration  was  exactly  fitted  to  your  purpose?  But  as 
you  best  know  what  you  intended,  let  it  pass :  only  the  more  I 
allow  to  your  pood  meaning,  the  less  must  be  attributed  to  your 
sagacitt^.  You  proceed,  in  a  very  abusiva  manner,  to  miwe- 
present  my  words,  and  to  throw  dirt  where  you  have  very  little 
occasion.  You  charge  me  with  omitting  a  material  word  in  a 
^  marginal  translation,'*^  (which  yet  you  know  was  no  translation;) 
and  you  intimate  I  know  not  what  artifice,  in  leaving  out  ^cX^crei, 
though  it  appears  in  the  Greek ;  and  I  could  not  possibly  have 
any  iU  design  in  the  case,  because  I  frankly  admitted  that  the 
generation  of  the  Son  was  ^cAv^o-ci,  by  the  toill  of  the  Father, 
and  had  no  dispute  with  you  on  that  head.  But  your  warmth 
of  temper  here  carried  you  too  far :  and  you  were  resolved,  it 
seems,  not  to  be  outdone  in  torath/iil  and  unchristian  expressions : 
at  the  same  time  not  considering  the  difierence  between  a  jusi 
censure  and  an  injurums  calimmy, 

Tatian,  who  was  Justin's  scholar,  may  come  next.  I  allow 
him  to  speak  only  of  a  temporal  generation^  or  procession ;  in  like 
manner  as  Justin.  If  you  can  do  any  thing  here,  it  must  be  to 
prove  that  the  Word  was  no  more  than  an  oMrihute^  before  the 
procession.  But  Bishop  Bull*'  is  beforehand  with  you ;  having 
demonstrated  the  contrary.  You  have  but  little  to  say,  and  that 
scarce  worth  notice.  You  observe  that  Tatian  says  of  the  Word^ 

*  Collection  of  Queries,  p.  51.      ^  Bull.  D.  F.  N.  sect.  iii.  cap.  6.  p.  aop. 
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that  he  was  iv  avT<^,  (not  trpbs  avrbv,)  "  which  shews,  (as  St. 
"  Basil  argues  against  the  Sabellians,)  that  by  the  Word  is 
"  meant  an  internal  power  or  property,"  (p.  282.)  But  Basil 
was  never  so  weak  as  to  argue  that  iv  ovt^  must  necessarily 
denote  an  attribute;  but  only  that  irpbs  avrbv  is  a  stronger 
expression  to  signify  personality ;  as  I  have  also  myself  argued 
in  another  place  ^ :  ^i;  airtp  may  indiflPerently  serve  either  for 
person  or  attribute :  Trpbs  avrbv  will  not.  When  Christ  says,  "  I 
"  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me,"  doth  it  follow  that 
neither  of  them  is  a  Person  f  There  is  therefore  no  force  in 
your  remark  about  iv  airr^,  more  than  this ;  that  the  Aoyos  in 
Tatian  might  be  an  attribute  agreeably  enough  to  that  expres- 
sion, were  there  not  other  very  convincing  reasons  to  the  contrary. 

The  words  of  Tatian  (O^kfi^iaTi  r^y  hTtkoTTfroi  avrov  Trpo-nrib^  6 
ASyos)  you  have  rendered  tu^  several  ways,  and  both  of  them 
wrong.  The  first  you  have,  (p.  no.)  *'  By  the  simple  efficiency 
"  of  his  will,  this  Reason,  or  Word,  proceeded  forth :"  where  I 
complain  of  your  putting  in  "  efficiency"  to  serve  your  hypothesis. 
The  second  is,  (p.  2yo.)  "  The  Word  proceeded  from  the 
"  simple  will  of  the  Father:"  where  I  complain  of  the  words 
"  from  the  simple  will,"  to  intimate  to  the  English  reader,  as 
if  nothing  but  a  simple  act  of  the  tvill  was  concerned  in  that 
matter.  Let  the  words  appear  as  they  lie  in  the  author,  with- 
out the  mean  artifice  of  giving  them  a  false  turn,  **  By  the  will 
"  of  his  simplicity  the  Word  proceeded  forth.**' 

I  admit  the  same  thing  of  Athenagoras  as  of  Justin  and  Tatian, 
that  he  speaks  of  no  higher  generation  than  the  procession  :  yet 
he  believed  the  existence,  the  eternal  and  necessary  eatistence  of 
the  A6yo9,  as  before  proved.  Here  you  can  have  no  pretence, 
except  it  be  to  imagine  that  the  A6yos  was  an  attribute  only, 
before  the  procession ;  as  to  which.  Bishop  HvXL^  has  efiectually 
prevented  you :  and  as  to  what  Uttle  observations  you  had  to 
make,  I  have  replied  to  them  above. 

Theophilus  comes  under  the  same  predicament  with  the  three 
writers  before  mentioned.  You  have  something  to  except  against 
Bishop  Bull's  reasons^  for  Theophilus's  believing  the  Son  to  be  a 
real  Person  before  ihe  procession.     His  reasons  were  these : 

I.  That  very  Logos  which  had  been  from  all  eternity  ivbidOeros 
iv  Kapbia,  becomes  afterwards  'jTpo<f>opt,Kds^.  If  therefore  he  was 
ever  a  Person^  (as  is  not  doubted,)  he  must  have  always  been  so. 

c  Vol.  ii.  p.  34.  d  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  iii.  cap.  5.  «  ibid.  cap.  7.  p.  315. 
'  TovToy  t6v  \&yov  iyivtnjare  npo(f>opuc6v,    Theoph.  p.  129. 
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2.  The  Aoyo9  who  spake  to  the  prophets,  and  was  then  un- 
doubtedly a  Person^  was  the  same  individual  A6y^  which  was 
0)1  ways  with  the  Father  6  del  avinrapiav  «wr^». 

3.  He  was  the  Father's  Counsellor y  ^fiPcvkosy  before  the 
procession ;  and  therefore  a  Person, 

4.  He  is  said  to  have  been  t/Dkk  Mm^  and  to  have  conversed 
with  hinhy  which  are  personal  characters. 

5.  Even  after  the  procession,  he  is  still  supposed  to  be  per* 
petunlly  (5uiiravro9)  in  the  heart  of  the  Father;  not  separate 
from  him,  but  exerting  himself,  €ul  eooira,  in  the  work  of  Uie 
creation ;    which  is  the  meaning  of  processions  and  becoming 

6.  TheophiTus  goes  upon  the  same  pinciples  with  Athena- 
goras,  Tatian,  and  others  ;  whatever  therefore  could  be  pleaded 
for  those  writers,  in  the  case,  would  bo  at  the  same  time  pleading 
for  Theophilus. 

You  pass  over  all  those  reasons,  except  the  third  and  fourth  ; 
though  Bishop  BnlP  principally  insdsts  opon  the^r^  and  second. 
And  what  you  have  to  say,  (p.  116.)  to  the  third  and  fourth, 
reaches  only  the  fourth.  For  Bishop  Bull  had  allowed, '  that 
sometimes,  in  common  speech^  (such  aa  Tatian  sometimes  uses,)  a 
person  may  be  said  to  be  with  himself  But  he  allowed  not  that 
a  person  might  be  said  to  be  cotmsellor  to  himself,  in  the  manner 
Theophilus  speaks:  besides  that  though  sometimes,  and  im- 
properly, a  person  may  be  said  to  be  tvith  himself;  yet  more 
generally,  beina  with^  denotes  twa  persons,  as  in  J<An  i.  i.  It 
may  therefore  be  used  as  an  argument  which  in  the  main  is  right 
and  good,  thoogh  admitting  of  some  few  particular  exceptions. 

I  had  almost  slipped  over  your  284th  page,  where  you  say, 
that  **  that  generation,  before  which  the  pefrson  generated  was 
*'  every  thing  he  oould  be  after  it,  is  no  generation.''  But  it  is 
-undoubtedly  what  those  writers,  and  many  after  them,  call 
generation :  and  therefore  this  is  disputing  not  against  me^  but 
them.  However,  though  the  Logos  was  the  same  essentially  before 
and  after  the  generation,  he  was  not  the  same  in  respect  of 
operation,  or  manifestation^  and  outward  economy  :  which  is  what 
these  Fathers  meant. 

Tertullian  goes  upon  the  same  hypothesis,  in  the  main,  with 
those  before  mentioned  ;  and  so  need  not  have  any  distinct  con- 
sideration I  he  has  been  before  vindicated  at  large. 

s  Theoph.  p.  81,  8a.  »»  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  216,  ai;. 
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Clemens  of  Alexandria,  whom  I  should  have  mentioned  before, 
may  be  likewise  allowed  to  speak  of  the  procemon.  And  when 
he  says  the  Word  sprang,  or  arose,  ^k  t^s  'narpi.Kqs  ^ovXiJ<r€a)y, 
'^from  the  will  of  the  Father^  it  is  plainly  intended  of  his  being 
sent  out  to  mankind,  as  observed  above,  (p.  453)  Though  I  am 
of  opinion  that  Clemens  there  means  the  same  that  other  Fathers 
have  expressed  by  ^k  Kopblas,  or  €k  ycurrpbs,  and  might  be  rightly 
rendered  in  St.  John'*s  phrase,  from  the  bosom  of  the  Father, 
John  i.  18. 

Irenseus  oomes  not  under  ouranquiry^  having  said  little  either 
of  eternal  or  temporal  generation.  Only  from  what  hints  we  can 
gather,  he  seems  to  have  asserted  eternal  generation'^.  And  you 
cannot  shew  that  he  has  said  any  thing  of  its  being  by  the  wiU  of 
the  Father. 

Hippdytus  was  undoubtedly  in  the  hypothesis  of  the  temporal 
generation,  or  procession.  And  if  you  can  shew  that  the  A&yo9f 
before  that  procession,  was  an  aUrihUe  only,  according  to  him, 
you  will  then  take  that  writer  from  us.  You  do  endeavour  it, 
p.  119.  Bishop  Bull*  had  observed,  and"*  I  after  him,  that 
Hippolytus  supposes  God,  before  the  procession,  to  have  been 
one  ;  and  many^  because  he  had  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  in  him 
and  with  him".  You  say,  ^'that  learned  Prelate  seems  not  to 
"  have  sufficiently  considered,"'  that  (by  the  same  reasoning)  the 
poioer  also,  and  the  counsel  mentioned  in  the  same  sentence  must 
have  heetipersons.  But  that  learned  Prelate^  ha\ing&jiidpment equal 
to  his  learning,  was  used  to  consider  things  with  great  exactness ; 
and  was  not  so  prone  to  mistake  as  those  that  too  hastily  pass 
their  censure  upon  him.  You  have  not  considered  (though  I  gave 
notice  of  it®)  that  the  words  iAoyo9,  &(ro(l>o9^  iMvaros^  ifiovkevroSf 
correspond  to  Kiiyos,  (rotpCa,  bvva[U9,  and  /3ovX^,  names  of  the  Son 
and  Spirit,  and  all  so  applied,  except  jSovA^,  (f<»r  which  OiXiffia 
is  used,  cap.  23,)  in  that  very  treatise.  And  Hippolytus  speaks 
there  just  in  the  same  way  as  many  other  both  Post-Nicene  and 
Ante-Nicene  Fathers  do  upon  the  same  subject ;  several  testimo- 
nies whereof  may  be  seen  in  a  note  elsewhere?  ;  and  their  sense 


*  Clemens  Alex.  p.  86r  Compare  this  of  Gregory  Nazianzen. 

^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  353.  O^  yAp  ^p  8t€  3Xoyog  fjv,  oldi  ^v  &re 

1  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.iii.  cap.  8.  p.  219.  ov  naHip,  ovdi  Ijv  6t€  ovk  akrjBhg,  ^ 

■a  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  360,  &c.  i<To(f>o£,  fj  ddvparof,  Ij  C«njt  Mtm,  fj 

"  AMtg  dt  fjLdwog  iv,  wokvs  ^p,  oijT€  Xojjmp&niTos,    ^    oyaBdrrfTOg,      Orot, 

yap  Skoyos,  o(jt€  So-o<hos,  oUrt  abvporot,  xxxv.  p.  574. 

dJrc  a^\€VTos  ^p.  Hipp,  corUr.  NoHt.  o  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  360. 

p.  13.  P  Sermon  vii.  vol.  ii.  p.  149,  &c. 
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vindicated  from  such  exceptions  as  you  have  made  to  it.  You  add 
further,  that  the  Bishop  ^'  did  not  observe  that  it  is  the  one  unbs- 
*'  ffotten  God,  even  the  Father,  who  is  here  said  to  be  many.**^  I 
know  not  why  you  pretend  the  Bishop  did  not  observe  what  nobody 
can  doubt  of :  nor  do  I  see  of  what  service  the  observation  can 
be  to  you  or  your  cause.  Allowing  you  that  by  tJL6vos  is  meant 
the  Father^  who  was  many,  and  the  rb  ttclv  :  still  it  was  the 
Father  considered  in  the  eamprehmsive  way,  as  a  headot  a  family 
containing  all ;  in  such  a  sense  as  I  have  explained  above  ^.  It 
was  not  Hippolytus'^s  way  to  exclude  or  separate  from  the  alone 
God  and  Father,  what  was  essential  to  him,  and  contained  in  him ; 
his  Logos^  or  his  (7'0</>^a,  his  own  mind^  (vod^^)  which  is  the  name 
he  gives  to  the  Son^  thereby  expressing  his  inseparaUe  union 
and  coexistence. 

Origen,  our  next  writer,  I  cited  'for  eternal  peneratian :  to 
which  you  have  little  to  object,  beyond  what  I  have  answered  to 
above.  If  that  passage  is  to  be  depended  on  which  you  cite 
(p.  272.)  from  Huetius's  Origeniana;  then  Origen  has  asserted, 
besides  the  eternal  generation,  the  7rpo4\€v<ri,9  also. 

Novatian  I  also  considered  at  large",  which  you  pass  slightly 
over.  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  and  the  other  Dionysius  of 
Borne,  I  also  brought  ^as  evidences  for  eternal  generation :  whom 
you  let  pass  without  ever  a  word,  of  any  weight  or  moment. 

Methodius  ^  was  another  voucher  for  the  same  doctrine  :  which 
you  do  not,  cannot  gainsay.  Only  you  endeavour  to  confixmt 
his  known,  certain,  and  genuine  doctrine,  with  a  ^pertiottf  passage 
out  of  his  Symposion :  a  piece  very  much  corrupted  and  adul- 
terated in  the  judgment  of  Photius,  as  Bishop  Bull  had  ob- 
served»,  and  you  take  no  notice. 

Pamphilus  I  also  cited  for  the  same  doctrine;  and  also 
Alexander  of  Alexandria,  to  whom  you  have  some  little  excep- 
tions, which  I  have  answered  above,  and  which  are  perfectly 
foreign  to  the  present  question. 

Euscbius  I  did  not  cite,  because  some  just  exceptions  may  be 
made  to  him ;  and  there  is  no  reconciling  him  perfectly  with 
himself,  at  different  times.  This  you  must  know ;  and  yet,  very 
deceitfully,  you  "  conclude,'*  as  you  say,  (p.  273.)  "the  Ante- 
"  Nicene  writers  on  this  head,  with  the  judgment  of  the  learned 

Q  P.  430,  &c.  451,  &c,  «  Ibid.  p.  357.     See  also  my  Reply 

'  Defence,  vol.  1.  p.  353.  to  Dr.  Whitby,  vol.  ii.  p.  aai,  &c, 

■  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  354.  »  Bull.  Del.  p.  166. 
t  Ibid.  p.  357. 
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"  Eusebius,  which  mayjustly  be  esteemed  to  be  the  true  sense  of  the 
"  ancients  before  him  :^  producing  a  passage  from  his  Demon- 
gtratio  EvangeUca^  wrote  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  and  before 
he  had  well  considered  the  subject,  and  corrected  in  some  material 
points  afterwards,  as  I  have  observed  above,  p.  500. 

And  now  we  are  come  down  to  the  Arian  times ;  in  which 
Dr.  Clarke  and  you  think  you  have  found  something  to  your 
purpose;  artificially  tacking  together  testimonies  of  several 
kinds,  some  Catholic,  some  Arian^  and  some  dovhtfal:  of  which 
in  their  order,  that  I  may  fully  clear  the  point  I  am  now  upon. 
But  before  I  come  to  these  testimonies,  I  must  strike  out  a 
little  into  history,  to  give  the  reader  a  clearer  notion  of  what  we 
are  about. 

I  have  elsewhere  y  given  a  brief  account  of  an  argument  which 
the  Arians  made  use  of  to  prove  the  Son  of  God  a  creature. 
They  argued  that  the  Father  must  produce  his  Son  either  volem^ 
wiUingly^  (by  which  they  understood  free  choice^)  or  nolens^ 
against  his  wUl,  which  in  Greek  they  expressed  by  ifwtnic^  ^viyicq^ 
meaning  what  we  should  now  call  extrinsic  necessity.  The  argu- 
ment is  much  the  same  with  what  Dr.  Clarke  urges  in  these 
words :  *'  Whatever  proceeds  from  any  being  otherwise  than  by 
"  the  toill  of  that  being,  doth  not  in  truth  proceed  from  that 
*'  being,  but  from  some  other  cause  or  necessity,  extrinsic  to,  and 
"  independent  of  that  being  2.**^  And  in  another  place  %  "  What- 
^'  ever  is  caused  by  an  intelligent  being,  is  caused  by  the  ioitt  of 
"  that  being ;  otherwise  it  is  not  (in  truth  and  reality)  catised 
"  by  that  being  at  ail,  but  by  some  superior  cause,  be  it  necessity^ 
"  or  fcUe^  or  whatever  it  be,  fee.'' 

This  was  the  old  Arian  argument,  and  that  was  their  sense  of 
necessity^  or  <fw(nic^  iviyicrj :  which  I  shall  prove  by  plain  testi- 
monies beyond  contradiction.  Athanasius  may  be  first  cited, 
who  writes  thus** :  "  They  have  another  way  of  saying  the  Son 
^^  is  a  creatwre^  by  pretending  wUl^  and  arguing  thus :  if  he  did 
^'  not  exist  by  unll^  then  God  had  a  Son  by  necessity^  and  wnwil- 
'^  lingly.  But  who  is  it,  you  miscreants,  that  imposes  necessity 
"  upon  him  T 

J  Defence^  vol.  i.  p.  347,  &c.  ovkow  iuf6yiqj,  kqI  fi^  BtKav  ^<n(^  ^ 

*  Clarke's  Reply,  p.  227.  ©cip  vl6p,      Kal  rig  6  ttjv  avayiapf 

»  Ibid.  p.  1 13.  cn-i^oXcbv    avr^,    iromfp&rarot ;     &c. 

^  *AXXa>^    irdKuf    Kricfui    Xeyovcuf  Athan.  p.  610.— <bri#C€tTa4  rj  /3ou- 

aMv  thai,  fiovk/foruf  irpoPaXX6fi€voi,  \Tja-€i  t6  mioa  yv^ixrpf,  p.  6ll.chx»fr(^ 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


602  A  SECOND  DEFENCE  Qu.  vm. 

Epiphanius  represents  it  thus^  :  '^  They  object  that  he  begat 
"  the  Son  willingly  or  umoiUmgly :  and  if  we  say  trntoHlinfffy^ 
"  then  the  divine  nature  is  forced  by  mcemty^  and  not  by  free- 
*'  dom  of  will.""  He  concludes  that  the  generation  was  neither 
toillingly  nor  wiwillingly^  but  naturally. 

St.  Ambrose**,  St.  Austin®,  and  others^  represent  the  same 
cavil  of  the  Arians  much  in  the  same  way ;  which  being  once 
well  understood,  we  may  easily  deal  with  your  pretended  au- 
thorities. The  first  is  of  the  Council  of  Sirmium  in  the  year  351, 
which  condemned  Photinus.  It  is  to  be  noted,  in  the  first  place, 
that  this  Synod  of  Sirmium  was  made  up  mostly  of  men  of  sus- 
pected faith,  Arians  or  Semi-Arians :  and  though  they  did  well 
in  condemning  Photinus,  and  though  Hilary  laboured  much  in 
putting  the  best  construction  possible  upon  their  confession  and 
anathmnas;  yet  Athanasius  and  others  rank  them  in  the 
class  of  Arians ;  and  it  is  certain  they  stand  not  perfectly  clear 
in  their  character  against  some  very  just  and  weighty  objections. 
M.  Tillemont  says  of  them,  that  "  they  were  the  declared  ene- 
^'  mies  of  the  Church,  the  same  Eusebians  who  had  been  oon- 
"  demned  in  the  Council  of  Sardica^  f'  and  it  seems  that  Hilary 
himself,  who  had  once  judged  very  kindly  and  candidly  of  them, 
saw  r^ison  afterwards  ta  alter  his  sentiments^.  Having  now 
some  notion  of  the  men,  let  us  next  see  what  they  say,  in  relation 
to  our  present  point. 

^^  If  any  one  say  that  the  Son  was  begotten,  and  the  Father 
^'  not  willing,  let  him  be  anathema.  For  the  Father  did  not 
"  beget  the  Son,  as  being  constrained,  or  impelled  by  a  physical 
^^  necessity,  as  not  willing ;  but  he  at  once  willed  and  produced 

c  efKav  o^v  €y€vvr}(r€v  tj  fiTj  6iK<ov ;  voluntote,  aut  necessitate  Pater,  sed 

iiuf  ei7r<opi€v  fi^  BfX&v  dvAyKvf  ir€pipak'  super    utrumque,    hoc    est    natura, 

\ofX€v  t6  Btiov Koi  iav  €l7r(0fi€v  on  Amhros,  de  Fid.  lib.  iv.  cap.  9.  p. 

ov  Bikmv  eytwrjo'cv  Spa  dvayiqj  <f)va'€<as  54^- 

^Krai  rh  rfctov,  Koi  ovk  tXevBtptdrrfTi  ®  Interrogant  (Ariani)  utrum  Pater 

3€\r)fiaTos.      Epiph.  Ancor,  cap.  11.  Filium    volens,    an   nolens  genuerit. 

p.  55.  Auaust,  contr.  Serm,  Arian,  p.  626, 

dirt  $€\»v  Toiwv  iy€yvTj(r€,  o(h(  fjJf  '  Gregor.  Nazianz.  Orat.  zxxv.  p. 

Ofkcav,  aXX'  inrep^okj  (jiva-tdos'  vrrep-  565,  566.     Cyrill.  Alex.  Thesaur.  p. 

/3atWt  yap  rj  Beia  <f)v<ns  fiovX^v 50,  52. 

o{h€  dvdyKjj  Syerai.     Epiph.  ibid.  «  Tillemont,  History  of  Arians,  p. 

<i  Subtexunt     aliam     impietatem,  i44.abookwl:uch  I  would  particular- 

proponentes  utrum  volens,  an  inmtus  ly  commend  to  the   perusal  of  the 

generaverit    Pater Sed    nihil    in  English  readers,  to  give  them  a  just 

sempitema  generatione  prsecedit,  nee  notion  both  of  ancient  and  modem 

'velle  nee  nolle :  ergo  nee  invitum  dix-  Arianism. 

erim  nee  volentem ^non  generat  ex  ^  See  Tillemont,  p.  145. 
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^^  him  from  himself,  begetting  him  without  time,  and  without 
"  mffering  any  thing *.■" 

The  expressions  here  are  cautious  and  guarded :  and  though 
perhaps  the  men  had  something  more  in  their  hearts  than  they 
were  willing  to  utter ;  yet  as  they  have  explained  the  Father^s 
vnlling  the  generation  in  opposition  only  to  his  being  farced^ 
PiaaOcU^  and  (dxO^U)  impelled ;  their  doctrine  may  pass.  And 
so  Hilary  putting  the  mildest  and  most  candid  construction  upon 
it,  explained  it  to  mean  only  that  the  generation  was  not  nolerUe 
Patre^  against  the  will  of  the  Father.  And  his  comment  upon 
irn6  iiviyicYjs  <fw<n,KfJ9  &xd€h,  is  nee  coacta  imperxo  natvralis  legis 
essentia  est;  his  essence  was  not  compelled  by  the  command  of  a 
natural  law. 

You  ask  me,  (p.  257.)  "whether  the  persons  censored  by 
"  the  Council  of  Sirmium,  or  any  others,  ever  were  so  stupidly 
"  senseless,  as  to  think  any  thing  that  is  necessary,  to  be  therefore 
"  against  the  will  of  God,  as  well  as  without  it  T  To  which  I 
answer,  that  the  Arians  (whether  stupidly  or  maUdously  I  know 
not)  so  interpreted  the  Catholic  sense  of  natural  and  eternal 
generation ;  allowing  no  medium  between  free  choice  and  such 
compulsive  necessity^.  And  there  is  one  Dr.  Clarke,  who  at  this 
day  (whether  stupidly  or  otherwise  I  know  not)  charges  the  same 
doctrine  with  the  same  consequence,  (as  I  hare  shewn,)  allowing 
no  medium  in  this  case,  between  what  he  calls  willy  and  extrinsic 
necessity.  You  ask,  "  if  God  be  omnipresent  by  outward  coaction, 
"  or  against  his  will,  because  not  by  it  T  I  like  yoUr  argument 
very  well :  please  to  apply  it  to  what  I  have  quoted  above  from 
Dr.  Clarke :  it  may  serve  as  an  answer  to  him,  in  respect  of 
necessary  generation.  You  are  here  arguing  for  me,  and  happen 
not  to  know  it.  You  ask  again,  "  Is  not  he  omnipresent  by 
"  <f)vai.Kr}  aviyKT],  necessity  of  nature  ?"  He  is  omnipresent  by 
necessity  0/ nature^  in  the  modem  sense  of  the  phrase :  but^o-iic^ 

^  £1  Tig  fjLTi  StXrja-avTos  rod  irarphs  et  impassibiliter  ex  se  euin  genitum 

yty fwrioBai   \tyoi.  r^v   vl6v,   dwadefxa  demonstravit.     Hi^.  p.  1 184. 

cotw    ov  yap  /Stao-^ctr  6  Trarfjp  vnh  ^  To  the  teetimonies  before  cited, 

avayKijs  (fiva-iKTJs  av^clf,  as  ovk  ijB(\€v  I  8hall  add  one  more,  a  very  fiill  and 

rytppTja-f  rhv  vl&v  aXX*  cf/xa  t  cfiovXriBrf  plain  one,  from  the  eighth  anathema 

Koi  avp6p<as  kolL  airaBSi>s  cf  tavrov  avrhv  of  an  Arian  council,  in  the  year  344 

y€vvr\<ras  air€d€i^€,  Socrat.  Hist.  EccL  or  345. 

ub.  ii.  cap.  30.  p.  126.     Athan.  de  Tovf  ov  /SovXiJo-ft  ovBt  $€\rio-€i  yc- 

Synod.  p.  744.  y€Pvria'0aiT6vvi6v€lprjK6rasdv(v\a^At, 

Si  qms  nolente  Patre  natum  dicat  avaymjv    dc    di^XovcJri  dpovXrjrov    «ai 

Fihum,  anathema  sit :  non  enim  no-  cnrpoaip€TOv  ir€pir€Btix6ras  r^  9c^,  Xva 

lente  Patre  coactus  Pater,  vel  naturali  &K<av  ycw^oT;  rhv  vlAv,  dvo-o-fjSeoTOTovff 

necessitate  ductus,  cum  nollet,  genuit  kclMis  iKKkqvlas  (tvovsimyivuxrKoiuv. 

Filium ;  sed  moz  voluit  sine  tempore,  Ajma  Athanas.  torn.  i.  p.  740. 
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iviyicrf  never  stood  for  what  we  cally  in  this  case,  necessity  of 
nature.  I  know  not  whether  there  be  one  instance  of  it  in  all 
antiquity :  I  have  not  yet  met  with  any,  no,  nor  of  the  word 
necessity  so  applied.  Certain  however  it  is,  that  in  the  places 
which  we  are  now  concerned  with,  (pvaiiai  iLviyKrj  had  no  such 
meaning,  but  that  only  which  I  have  given.  You  go  on  arguing 
and  reasoning,  what  necessity  of  nature  must  signify:  which  is 
only  talking  without  book,  and  guessing  what  words  anciently 
meant,  without  consulting  the  ancients  to  know  the  fact.  But 
at  length  you  come  to  argue  somewhat  more  like  a  scholar :  you 
observe  the  opposition  made  by  ipovkrjBrj  on  the  one  side,  and 
vtt6  iviyicris  (twa-tKfjs  Si\$€h  on  the  other.  That  is  well  urged :  but 
observe  also,  ^tcurdeW  6  ITar^p.  Can  any  words  be  stronger! 
This  determines  (l>va'tKri  SiviyKrj  to  the  sense  I  am  pleading  for ; 
and  therefore  ipovXriOri  is  rather  to  be  interpreted  by  its  oppo- 
sition to  this.  So  Hilary  interprets  it,  and  construes  as  ovk 
rj$€X€v^  cum  noUet,  But  I  will  frankly  tell  you  what  my  opinion 
is,  which  I  ground  chiefly  upon  the  consideration  of  the  men 
concerned  in  that  Council,  that  they  really  meant  by  ipavkrfiri 
what  you  say,  and  yet  by  (jivci.Kii  iviyicri  what  I  say ;  admitting 
no  medAumy  any  more  than  Dr.  Clarke  has  done  in  this  case^ 
between  necessity  in  the  hard  compulsive  sense,  and  Jree  choice  : 
and  perhaps  they  intended,  obliquely,  to  charge  the  Athanasian 
doctrine  (as  the  Arians  used  to  do)  with  that  hard  necessity ,  just 
as  Dr.  Clarke  has  been  pleased  to  charge  it  as  a  consequence  upon 
ours.  Thus,  I  think,  we  may  fairly  compromise  the  dispute 
about  the  Sirmian  Synod. 

You  next  mention  the  Council  of  Sardica,  meaning  the  false 
Sardican  Council,  or  Synod  of  Philippopolis,  in  the  year  347  : 
which  condemned  Athanasius,  Hosius,  Julius ;  as  they  themselves 
had  been  condemned  by  the  true  Sardican  Council. 

Hilary^  bestowed  the  same  kind  pains  here  that  he  used 
afterwards  with  the  decrees  of  the  Sirmian  Synod,  to  interpret 
their  confession  to  a  Catholic  sense.  And  coming  to  the  words, 
ex  voluntaite  et  consiUo,  he  understands  them,  not  in  the  sense  of 
free  chmce^  but  in  opposition  to  corporaUs  passio^  cofporal  passion, 
that  is,  extrinsic  necessity.  However,  I  am  persuaded  (knowing 
the  men)  that  Hilary  was  too  kind  in  his  construction ;  though 
with  a  good  design,  hoping  by  condescending  towards  the  weak, 
to  reduce  them,  by  degrees,  and  to  gain  them  over  to  the  true 

1  Hilarius  de  Synod,  p.  1172. 
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and  sound  faith.  He  was  forced  to  apologize  afterwards  for  his 
good-natured  and  well-meant  endeavours ;  which  had  rendered 
him  suspected  with  some  that  were  zealous  for  the  Catholic 
faith. 

But  let  us  now  come  to  some  better  instances  than  such  as 
you  have  brought  me  from  suspected  synods.  Sure  you  do  not 
expect  I  should  take  notice  of  the  Arian  Council  of  Antioch. 
What  if  they  condemned  some  Arian  tenets !  Has  it  not  been 
common  for  Arians,  being  ashamed  of  their  leader,  to  condemn 
some  of  his  tenets  in  words,  at  the  same  time  professing  the 
same  things  in  other  terms  i  Give  me  authorities  from  men  of 
steady  principles,  known  Catholics,  and  not  frt>m  known  Arians. 
You  do  pretend  to  three  such,  Marius  Viotorinus,  Basil,  and 
Gregory  Nyssen.     Let  us  examine  them. 

Marius  Victorinus  says,  that  the  generation  ^^was  not  by 
**  necessity  of  nature,  but  by  the  will  of  the  Father's  Majesty".** 
Such  are  his  words :  but  when  you  inquire  what  he  meant  by 
tmU,  and  what  by  necessity^  he  is  directly  against  you.  Will  is 
with  that  writer  a  name  for  any  natural  patoer^  or  for  €k>d  him- 
self °  ;  so  that  generation  by  toiU  comes  to  the  same  with  gene- 
ration ly  nature^  which  is  what  we  now  call  nscessary  generation : 
and  it  is  plain,  that  he  understood  by  necessity^  extrinsic  ne- 
cessity, as  opposed  to  intrinsic  nature.  What  is  this  to  your 
purpose  ?  Whoever  wiU  be  at  the  pains  to  search  into  the  senti- 
ments of  so  obscure  and  perplexed  a  writer,  (whom  I  am  not 
very  fond  of  quoting,)  will  perceive  thus  much  at  least,  all  the 
way  through  him,  that  he  believed  the  substance  of  the  Father 
and  Son  to  be  equally  necessarily  existing,  I  shall  content 
myself  with  a  few  references®. 

Basil  is  also  quoted  by  Dr.  Clarke,  as  saying  that  the  Father 
begat  his  Son,  having  his  ^' power  concurrent  with  his  will;*^ 

™  Est  autem    lumini    et   spiritui  ipsa,  quae  sit  generans,  generatur  in 

imago,  non  a  necessitate  naturte,  sed  Deo.     Et  ideo  Deus  Pater,  voluntas 

voluntate  magnitudinis  Patris.     Ipse  FUius,  unum  utrumque,  &c.    Ibid. 

enim  seipsum  drcumtenninavit,  «c.  p.  i88. 
Filius  ergo  in  Patre  imago,  et  forma,        <>  Una  eademc^  substantia,  vi  pari, 

et  Xcfyoff,  et  voluntas  Patris Sic  eademque  potentia,  majestate,  virtute : 

igitur  voluntate  Patris  voluntas  appa-  nullimi  alteri  prius,  nisi  quod  causa 

ruit  ipse  \6yos,  Rlius.    Mar,  Victor,  est  alterum  alterius,  p.  224. 

lib.  i.  ado,  Arium,  p.  188.  Basil,  ed.  Una  eademque  substantia,  et  simul, 

^  A  se  movens  Pater,  a  sese  gene-  et  semper :  hoc  est  enim  Sfioowriov, 

rans  Filius,  sed  potentia  patris  sese  Sfwovaiav,  txfov,  simul    substantiam 

generans  Filius ;  voluntas  enim  Filius,  habens,  paremque  existendi  vim  atque 

unde  enim  si  ipsa  voluntas  non  est  a  virtutem,  eandemqne  substantise  na- 

sese  i^enerans,  nee  voluntas  est :  sed  turam,  &c.  p.  225.  Vid.  p.  237,  234. 
quoniam  Dei  est  voluntas,  equidem 
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and  that  the  Son  springs  from  the  Father^s  poockess?.  If  the 
design  be  to  deceive  the  populace  with  the  sound  of  words,  there 
may  be  some  use  in  such  quotations.  But  such  things  ought 
not  to  be  offered  either  to  scholars  or  by  scholars.  Who  knows 
not  that  Basil  is  as  express  as  possible  for  the  necessary  existmce 
of  GU)d  the  Son;  and  directly  denies  and  confutes  the  very 
thing  for  which  you  are  pleading!  "  Will  you  not  cease,  you 
"  impious  wretch,'"  (says  he  to  Eunomius,  who  was  pleading  the 
same  cause  that  you  now  are,)  "  to  speak  of  his  not  existing, 
"  who  exists  necessarily,  who  is  the  Fountain  of  Life ;  who 
"  gave  being  to  all  things  that  aren  f  I  render  t6v  Strnas  6vray 
necessarily  existinff,  because  it  always  signifies  the  same  with 
what  we  express  by  that  word.  Again,  speaking  of  the  Euno- 
mians,  he  says,  ^^  They  blaspheme  in  pretending  to  say,  the  Son 
**  of  God  ever  was  not ;  as  if  he  did  not  exist  hy  his  (ywn  nature^ 
"  but  was  brought  into  being  by  thefawwr  of  €k)d'.'"  What  is 
this,  but  directly  and  flatly  denying  the  very  thing  which  you 
are  contending  for  ?  Against  which  you  set  an  obscure  passage 
or  two,  which  mean  nothing  of  what  you  intend  by  them.  As 
to  Basil's  first  expression,  of  the  Father's  having  his  power 
concurrent  with  his  will,  it  signifies  only,  that  his  wiU  and  hia 
nature  are  the  same,  coeval  with  each  other,  and  equtdly 
necessary  in  this  case.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  thus  expresses  the 
same  thought,  something  more  distinctly  than  Basil. 

'^  It  were  superfluous  and  silly  to  imagine  the  Father  to  be  a 
*^  Father  either  unmUingly  or  willingly ;  but  rather  naturally 
^^  and  essentially.  For  he  is  not  tmwiUingly  whatever  he  is 
*'  naturaUy :  having  the  toill  to  be  what  he  is,  concumng  with  the 
*'  nature  s." 

He  means  that  the  will  and  the  nature  are  both  together 
coeval  SLud  coetemal:  in  like  manner  as  God  always  was  what  he 
would  be,  and  always  would  be  what  he  was.     The  like  thought 


P  *0  Qebs  (Tvv8pofiop  c^cdv  rfj  ^ov-  (ktikov.     Basil,  eontr.  Ettn,  ii.  p.  ^6, 

X^o-ct   rffw    dvyofitp,   iy€wna-€v    a^iov  '  M17  (uku  irore  top  vi6y  rov  Otov 

4avTov'  €y(vyrfar€P  c»s  aurbs  dbtv.  Basil,  pXa<r<f>TjftovpTfSf  «r  t§  f^^y  icnrrov  <bwr€i 

Horn.  XXIX.  p.  634.  fiTf  Svra,  xopin  de  cty  r6  (ipoi  wro  rov 

^S>s  cr^ai  t6p  vl6w  ytpvfjr^p,  (k  tov  Q«ov  napa\6€vra.     Ibid.  p.  57* 

aycyy^rov    (fxoT^s    airoXd/i^«j»Ta,    Kai  *  Il€piTT6v   hy   (it)   Koi   dfioBis,   t6 

avToiayfiy,   kcu  alroayaOop  (k  r^y  fti)-  vow  dvc^fX^TWf,  ^  ^fXiyrwy  ymfjTOpa 

ojTouw  mfyrj^,  T^y  irarpucrjs  dyoB&rrjTos.  xmapx^iv  oUaBai  ritv  irarepa,  <fiwrfi  dc 

Contr,  Eunom.  lib.  ii.  p.  66,  /ioXXov  Koi  ovo-koBos'   IfoTi  yap   ovk 

9  Ov  navajf  firf  Svra  irpoa-ayoprufoVf  mBfkrj^tas  5  itm  ffiva-ucSig,  avpooofiow 

£  i$€€,  r6p  6vTas  Svray  rffv  mjyv^  ^^  ^xtov  TJj  <f>v<r€i  rffp  BfXrfo-uf  tov  tipot.  S, 

{oy^ff,  rbp  iraa-i  rots  o^a-i  rov  thai  Trap-  cWt.    CyriU,  Dial.  ii.  de  Trin.  p.  456. 
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we  haye  before  seen  in  Laetantius^.  Here  is  nothing  in  this 
that  at  all  favours  your  principles. 

As  to  the  second  citation  from  Basils  the  passage  itself  leads 
to  the  meaning.  He  there  styles  the  Son  avrodyadov,  essentially 
good,  as  proceeding  from  the  Fountain  of  essential  Goodness, 
that  is,  from  the  Father  himself:  which  is  no  more  than 
saying,  that  he  is  Goodness  of  Goodness^  in  like  manner  as 
God  of  God. 

Come  we  now  to  Gregory  Nyssen,  where  the  reader  will 
admire  at  Dr.  Clarke'^s  pretences  and  yours  upon  this  head ; 
unless  you  take  up  passages  at  second-hand,  without  ever 
looking  into  the  authors  themselves.  The  words  you  have  first 
pitched  upon  are  these" : 

"  For  neither«doth  that  immediate  connection  between  the 
"  Father  and  the  Son  exclude  the  tmll  of  the  Father,  as  if  he  had 
"  the  Son  by  some  necessity  of  nature,  without  his  will :  neither 
'^  does  the  will  divide  the  Son  from  the  Father,  so  as  to  make 
"  any  distance  betwixt  them.'' 

Thus  far  Dr.  Clarke  quoted ;  shaping  his  translation,  with 
little  hints  and  parentheses,  as  near  as  he  well  could,  to  his  oton 
sense ;  however  opposite  to  the  author's.  Let  Gregory  go  on : 
"  Let  us  neither  exclude  from  our  notion  the  Father's  imUahout 
"  the  Son,  as  if  it  were  straitened  (or  burdened)  in  the  connection 
"  of  the  Son's  unity  with  the  Father ;  neither  let  us  dissolve  the 
*'  immediate  connection  by  considering  the  toill  in  the  gene- 
"  ration."  Gregory  proceeds  to  tell  us,  that  to  will  what  is 
good  is  essential  to,  and  inseparable  from  the  nature ;  as  also  to 
enjoy  the  thing  willed,  and  that  it  cannot  possibly  be  conceived 
without  it.  He  further  illustrates  his  meaning  by  the  instance  of 

^  Ex   seipso  est,   et  ideo  talis  est  dya$6f  t  yap  cart,  tovto  koI  BtXrp-dp 

^ualem  se  esse  voluit.  Lactant,  Inst,  (otip  out©.  Athan.  Orat.  iii.  p.  615. 
fib.  ii.  cap.  8.  p.  161.  "  OC^rc  yap  rj  ofKo-os  avrrj  avvd<f)€ia 

Plotinus,  bdfore  any  of  them,  speak-  €#c^aXX«  t^v  fiovK-qa-iv  tov  irarpbs,  o>s 

ing  of  God,  says  that  his  tpiUwsa  con-  Kara  riva  ibvo'tm  dvayiofu  cmpoaipiras 

curring  with  nis  existence :  and   he  r6v  vHv  ea-xni^dros'  ovrc  ^  /3ovXi;<riff 

and  his  will  are  the  same.  dttarrfo'i  tov  narpds  rhv  vMiv,  &s  rt 

2vpdpofjLog  avT^s  iauT^  S(k<av  avT6s  dta<rnjfia  fi€Ta(v  ■  irap€fim7rrova-a,    a>r 

€Jif€u,  jcat  TOVTO  tbv  Sinp  Bf\u,  Koi  17  pJ)T€  CK/SdXXctv  rov  ddyfutTOS  Trfv  €irl 

Bikrio-is  Koi  avThs  €v,   Plotin.  Enn,  vi.  r^  vl^  /3ovXi;<rtv  rot)  ytwrjaavros,  oia 

lib.  viii.  cap.  13.  aT€voxo>povfJL€VTjv€VT^  avvacfHiaTrjsTov 

Ti  cZvoi  ayauds  tc  Koi  cXf^fUDV,  €X€*  vlov  nphs  t6v  Trarcpa   €v6TrjTos,   p-tfrt 

fi€v,   ovK   €K  Pov\rja'€Oi>s   bt  ovTf   uLfv  fiTfUTTfv  dbidoTaTOv  bidk€V€iv  avva<l}(iap, 

dfiovKrjTcos  ravro  ta-Ti'  SiKet  yap  ttvm  otov  (vdtcdprjTm  TJj  y€WT)a-fi  ^ouXiyctr. 

TOVTO  Snfp  (otIp  dei,  Ka\  Ifarai  ovrta.  Greg.  Nyss.  Orat.  vii.  contr.  Eunom. 

Cyril.  Thes.  p.  56.  ,  p.  206. 

Ov  pfp  d^ovkrfTOs  Ka\  d3(XriT«9S  cWtv 
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fir$^  and  UgU  streaming  from  it ;  that  if  the  fire  be  imagined  to 
have  reoofm  and  voiU^  it  would  choose  or  will  to  send  forth  ita 
streams  of  lights  according  to  its  nature,  with  more  to  that 
purpose. 

From  hence  it  is  manifest,  that  Gregory  intended  no  more  by 
mil  than  we  mean  when  we  say  God  voiXU  his  own  existence,  or 
is  what  he  would  choose  to  be.  Whether  this  be  a  proper  sense 
of  vAU  is  not  the  question :  but  it  was  Gregory'^s  sense.  And  it 
is  plain  he  does  not  mean  by  ^tnt^  iviyicri  necessity  of  nature  in 
the  modem  sense,  but  such  a  necessity  as  lays  a  restraint  or 
bnrden  upon  the  toUl^f  would  be  an  imperfection,  or  a  pain  and 
uneasiness  to  the  person.  I  might  shew  this  further  by  many 
and  express  proofs  of  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son, 
occurring  in  this  very  treatise,  too  tedious  to  r«cite  at  length  :  I 
must  refer  to  some  in  the  margin^^. 

Now  for  a  word  or  two  of  St.  Austin ;  and  then  we  may  shut 
up  our  inquiries  into  the  sense  of  the  ancients  on  this  head. 
You  tell  me  of  a  childish  quibble  of  St.  Austin'^s,  (p.  255.)  I 
gave  the  reader,  in  the  Appendix  to  my  Defence,  an  account  of 
what  Dr.  Clarke  and  you  call  a  *'  childish  quibble  i^  by  which  it 
may  sufficiently  appear  that  the  childishness  is  none  of  St.  Austin^'s. 
It  is  no  commendation  of  your  discretion  to  revive  the  memory 
of  a  thing  whidi  can  serve  to  no  purpose,  except  it  be  to  expose 
your  unacquaintedness  with  antiquity.  You  pretend  to  tell  me, 
that  I  ^^  repeat  the  same  quibble  in  my  Appendix,  without 
^  attempting  to  answer  the  Doctor^s  reasoning.^  But  the  design 
of  my  Appendix  was  to  shew  that  the  Doctor  had  committed  an 
error,  in  supposing  that  St.  Austin  was  making  an  answer  to 
such  testimonies  as  the  Doctor  had  produced;  when  he  was 
answering  nothing  but  a  mean  quibble  of  the  Arians  about  nolens 
vdens.  As  the  Doctor  had  there  made  a  slip,  for  want  of  know- 
ing or  considering  what  St.  Austin  had  been  doing,  and  upon 
what  occasion  he  had  said  what  he  did ;  for  the  Doctor''s  credit, 
you  should  have  let  it  drop,  and  have  said  no  more  of  it.     The 

»  In  such  a  sense  Gregory  uses  the  jection  or  servitude :  for  which  reason 

phrase  elsewhere.  it  was  not  thought  applicable  to  God. 

*0   dc  dvayKjj  <fiv(T€<sis  vrr€$€Vfi€vos  Natwte  necessitas  lised  in  that  low 

cycpyci  dta  Travrbs,  fioXXov  dc  ircurxci  sense  by  Hilary,  p.  976,  986,  11 16, 

T^V  VJTtUCoflV'  Ovdc  €l  flTJ  /SovXofTO  TOVTO       1 1 17. 

nouw  <nryx<opova7is  rrjs  (fiwrtas.  Greg.         y  0€6r Kara  ifnunVf  p.  I.  rov  cfr- 

Nyss,  contr.  Eun.  lib.  i.  p.  44.  Pans,  rws  Bvros,  understood  of  all  the  three 

Vid.  p.  49,  293.  Persons,  p.  3.  dtl  Uptos  oirtp  tarh,  of 

'AvayKTf  (f^vaucfj  is  constantly  spoken  the  Son,  p.  4.  <l>wr€i  i>v  Bids'  6  &¥, 

of  as  an  imperfection,  or  mark  of  sub-  p.  9.  Svrms  6pra,  p.  205,  272. 
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colour  you  would  now  give  to  it  is,  that  my  answer  to  what  was 
objected  of  the  Son's  being  generated  by  toiU,  was  out  of  St. 
Austin :  which  is  only  heaping  mistake  upon  mistake,  and 
defending  one  error  by  another.  Look  again  into  my  Defence, 
(vol.  i.  p.  347,  &c.)  and  you  will  find  I  was  shewing  how  necessary 
emanation  might  be  and  had  been  understood,  consistent  with 
wilL  St.  Austin  came  in  by  the  bye  indeed^  but  he  was  not 
cited  as  admitting  either  nolens  or  volens  in  the  case ;  but  as  one 
who  had  contented  himself  with  retorting  the  objection  of  the 
Ariansupon  themselves.  I  therefore  passed  on  (p. 348.)  to  others, 
who  had  allowed  the  generation  iohehy  toill^  and  I  intimated  in 
what  sense  they  allowed  it  r  not  in  any  such  sense  as  Dr.  Clarke 
intended,  though  he  cited  those  very  men  (Marius  Victorinus, 
Basil,  and  Gregory  Nyssen)  as  favouring  his  doctrine.  He 
should  not  have  opposed  toill  to  necessary  generation^  when  citing 
men  that  asserted  both ;  and  who  understood  by  ioill  a  quite 
different  thing  from  what  he  did.  This  was  my  answer  with 
respect  to  citations  of  that  kind.  But  as  to  other  authorities 
from  Justin  Martyr,  &c.  I  allowed  toill  to  be  taken  in  the 
Doctor's  sense :  and  my  answer  there  was,  that  they  intended  it 
only  of  the  irpoiKevais,  not  of  the  eternal  generation. 

Upon  my  saying  in  my  Defence,  (vol.  i.  p.  347.)  that  you  could 
not  but  have  apprehended  my  meaning,  about  the  difference 
between  toill  and  arbitrary  will,  had  you  retained  in  mind  what 
you  must  have  observed  in  the  reading  of  the  ancients ;  I  say, 
upon  this  you  remark,  that  those  ancievUs  were  really  ^^  modems,'" 
(p.  259.)  and  that  I  often  ^'  express  myself  in  this  ambiguous 
"  and  unfair  manner.*"  Yet  you  yourself  take  the  liberty  of 
calling  the  very  same  writers,  and  those  of  the  same  age^  ^^  an- 
"  cient  writers :"  such  as  the  Sirmian  Council,  Hilary,  Basil, 
Marius  Victorinus,  and  Gregory  Nyssen ;  to  whom  Dr.  Clarke 
had  appealed  in  his  Scripture  Doctrine  2.  It  was  to  obviate 
those  testimonies  that  I  referred  you  to  the  writers  of  that  time, 
calling  them  ancients ;  as  you  yourself  have  since  done  twice  to- 
gether, (p.  256,  257.)  So  easy  is  it  to  condemn  another,  and  to 
do  the  same  thing  yourself.  It  seems  they  are  ancients  with  you, 
while  they  furnish  you  with  objections :  but  when  the  same 
writers,  or  their  contemporaries,  afford  solutions  also,  then  they 
become  modems.     But  to  return. 

The  sum  then  of  what  hath  been  said  is  this  :  all  the  Fathers 
*  Part  ii.  sect.  17. 

VOL.  II.  R  r 
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believed  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son :  I  have  proved 
it  of  several,  and  might  have  done  it  of  more,  were  it  necessary. 
But  the  material  thing  was  to  take  off  the  objection  of  the 
voluntary  generation,  I  have  done  it,  by  distinguishing  between 
those  that  asserted  only  a  temporal  generation,  (where  I  allow 
will  to  be  understood  in  the  strict  sense,)  and  those  that  assei*ted 
eternal.  As  to  the  latter,  none  of  them  ever  allowed  generation 
to  be  by  toUl^  in  your  sense  of  the  word.  They  sometimes  admit 
it  in  the  sense  of  approbation^  and  they  always  reject  necessity  of 
natwre ;  meaning  by  it  extrinsic  fwcey  fate^  or  coaction^  never 
what  we  now  understand  by  it  when  applied  to  God. 

Having  thus  cleared  the  main  pomt,  it  remains  only  to  take 
some  notice  of  a  few  incidental  objections  you  have  made ;  which 
could  not  before  be  brought  in,  without  breaking  my  method 
and  disturbing  the  connection. 

You  object,  (p.  253.)  that  if  this  be  the  case,  that  the  Son 
necessarily  exists ;  then  he  is  self-existent :  that  '^  if  the  sun  were 
"  self-existent,  so  also  would  be  its  rays ;  if  a  tree,  so  also  its 

**  branches  : ^the  same  thing  partially  considered : de- 

^  rivation,  origination,  causality,  generation,  in  such  a  case  are 
"  figurative,  improper  expressions.^ 

By  this  then  I  perceive  I  have  been  doing  nothing  in  searching 
antiquity  :  you  have  some  maxims  to  yourself  that  must  overrule 
all  authorities,  I  shall  answer  you  what  I  think  sufficient. 
I.  Allowing  your  plea,  the  consequence  then  is,  that  the  Son  is 
sdf-existent  as  well  as  the  Father:  we  change  the  name^  but 
retain  the  thing.  And  now  we  shall  challenge  you  to  prove 
either  from  Scripture  or  antiquity^  that  the  Son  is  not  self- 
existent  ;  provided  you  keep  steadily  to  what  you  have  said,  that 
whatever  is  necessary  is  also  self-existent.  If  this  maxim  be 
certain,  then  the  Son  is  selfexistenty  though  referred  up  to  an- 
other, and  I  have  proved  it  in  proving  his  necessary  existence. 

But,  2.  I  answer,  you  appear  a  little  too  late  to  be  a  corrector 
of  the  language  of  all  the  ancients^  philosophers  and  divines. 
They  have  constantly  distinguished  the  ideas ;  and  wherever 
there  is  a  difference  of  ideas^  there  is  a  reason  for  assigning 
different  names.  Who  does  not  see  that  the  question  whence  a 
thing  is,  and  the  question  what  it  is,  are  very  different  questions  ? 
Or  that  immutably  existing,  and  existing  under  this  or  that 
relation,  as  (i  father,  or  as  a  son,  are  quite  different  things  ?  And 
though  we  do  not  say  that  Father  and  Son  are  the  same 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.  viii.  OF  SOME   QUERIES.  611 

thing  partially  considered^  where  there  are  no  parts :  yet  we  admit 
them  to  be  the  tame  subUance  diversely  considered,  under  distinct 
relations  and  personalities. 

You  refer  me  (p.  251.)  to  Modest  Plea,  p.  173.  where  I  find 
it  objected,  that  "  if  generation  were  necessary,  there  would  be 
*'  no  limitation  to  the  number  of  Persons.^  Yes,  the  number 
will  be  limited  to  so  many  as  are  necessary :  and  no  more  can  be 
necessary  than  there  are  found,  in  fact,  to  exist. 

It  is  further  objected,  that  "  in  Scripture,  the  begetting  of 
"  the  Son  is  always  mentioned  as  an  act  of  the  Father ;  and  an 
"  act  cannot  be  necessary.'"  But  shew  me  that  Scripture  ever 
makes  it  an  act^  in  your  sense.  I  have  heard  of  begotten^  I  never 
read  that  it  was  a  voluntary  act,  a  matter  of  choice ;  which  is 
your  sense  of  act.  Scripture  represents  it  by  the  relation  of 
thought  to  mind\  or  by  the  imavyaayiay  the  shining  forth  of 
light^  from  the  luminous  fountain:  and  so  does  all  antiquity. 
This  answers  to  the  old  sense  of  begetting^  and  acting :  but  do 
not  invent  novel  senses  of  them,  and  still  pretend  Scripture  and 
antiquity.  In  your  new  sense  of  begetting  and  a^cting,  there  is  no 
proof  either  in  Scripture  or  antiquity^  that  the  Father  begat  or 
acted :  and  now  what  have  you  done  but  altered  nanies^  and  left 
things  as  before !  Was  there  ever  truer  pedantry  about  words  ? 
You  may  call  generation^  in  our  sense,  metaphorical^  if  you 
please ;  though  you  have  no  reason  to  give,  why  it  is  not  proper : 
but  when  you  have  done,  shew,  if  you  can,  that  this  metaphorical 
sense  was  not  the  true  and  only  sense  wherein  it  was  understood 
both  by  Scripture  and  antiquity. 

You  object,  that  my  "  distinction  between  will  and  arbitrary 
"  wiU  is  elusive  and  equivocating.*'  But  I  pray  excuse  it  for 
the  Doctor's  sake ;  who  makes  the  same  distinction^,  in  other 
words,  between  will  of  approbation  and  will  of  choice ;  which  is  all 
that  I  mean. 

You  object,  that  the  doctrine  of  "  necessary  emanations  was 
'*  Gnostic  and  Valentinian  :*"  which  you  can  never  prove.  But  I 
must  remind  you  that  Athanasius  charged  upon  the  Arians  two 
things  as  Onostic  and  Valentinian,  which  undoubtedly  are  so : 

*  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  31.       progenies  est. 

^  Ibid.  p.  104.  Vfw^juv  olv  Koi  6  rfkios  r^  avyriv. 


^  A6yov  ytw&iuv.  Just.  M.  Dial.  Euseb.Eccl.  TTieoLUh.  i.  cap.  12. 

18^.  Lux  splendorem  generat.  Ambros. 

Nee  dubitaverim  Filium  dicere  et  de  Fid.  p.  540. 

radicis  frutieem^  et  fontis  fluvium,  et  * KiravycuryLa  ycyv^roi.  Basil,  contr. 

soils  radium ;  quia  omnis  origo  parens  Eun.y.  89. 

est,  et  omne  quod  ex  origine  profertur  ^  Scripture  Doctrine,  p.  248.  ed.  2. 
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one  was  their  bringing  in  OeKrjfxa^,  will^  between  the  Father  and  his 
Ward :  another  was  their  making  a  creature  Creator ' .  Philastrius? 
further  charges  them  with  borrowing  another  principle  from  the 
infamous  Apelles,  (of  the  Marcionite  tribe,)  which  was  the 
making  a  second  Ood^  a  creature  and  a  subject  of  the^rs^.  Not 
to  mention  that  Bishop  Bull  had  run  up  your  doctrines  to  the 
old  Gnostics^  long  ago ;  and  was  never  yet  confuted,  nor  ever 
will  be.  It  might  therefore  have  been  more  prudent  in  you,  to 
have  been  silent  on  this  head. 

Now  we  have  mentioned  the  matter  of  necessary  emanations, 
it  may  be  proper  to  hint  briefly  what  has  been  the  Church'*s 
constant  doctrine  in  that  article.     It  occurs  not  mdeed  any 
where  under  those  terms  :  neither  does  the  necessary  existence  of 
God  the  Father.     The  ancients  expressed  not   either  of  the 
doctrines  in  those  terms :  so  the  question  must  be,  not  about 
the  na^ne,  but  the  thinff :  and  emanation  must  be  distinguished 
according  to  its  two  senses;  as  either  signifying  the  Person 
emaning,  or  the  emaning  itself.     They  that  spake  only  of  a 
temporal  procession^  or  emanation,  could  not  mean  that  such  pro- 
cession was  necessary.     Only,  as  they  held  the  necessary  existence 
of  the  Person,  proceeding  in  time,  but  always  existing  in  the 
Father  to  whom  he  belonged,  and  to  whom  he  is  referred ;  their 
doctrine,  however  expressed,  comes  to  the  very  same  that  has 
been  since  called  eternal  generation,  or  emanation.     They  that 
held  eternal  generation  were  all  in  the  principle  of  necessary  emana-^ 
tion^  directly  and  plainly.     Only  the  word  emanation  (if  it  stands 
for  iiroppoLa)  was  either  approved,  or  otherwise,  according  as 
understood :  and  generation  was  the  more  common  name  for  it. 
All  is  summed  up  in  this,  that  the  Son  is  necessarily  existing^  but 
still  of  the  Fatlwr^  and  referred  to  him  as  his  head. 

You  pretend,  that  the  distinction  of  a  threefold  generatum  is 
groundless.  If  you  mean  that  single  writers  do  not  speak  of 
^Ar^  generations,  it  may  be  true  of  most  of  them,  not  aU :  for 
an  exception  must  be  made  for  some^  who  plainly  acknowledged 

®  ITroXf/xaiOf  yhp  6  OvaKevripov  tiprf  dwfjirovTcu,  KTifrfwra  Hvrts  Kcti  avroi, 

dvo  (yyovs  ^X^*"  ^'^  dycvmjrov,  twoiav  kov    OvaKtvrivos,    k<u    MapKiW,    jcal 

/col  dfKrja'iv'  Koi  np&rov  €Vfv6rfa'€v,  clra  BcuriX.€idrjs  rouzvra  (jypovaa-tf  ical  vft€is 

^OiKrfO'c'  Koi  mrtp  €V€v6€i,  ovk  rjivvaro  cKtlvotv    irjXanal    rvyxavrfTt,     Athan, 

TTpojSciXXfiv  €l  prj  oT€  KOI  ff  Tov  ^fX^-  Chat.  ii.  p.  489. 
paros ^vvapis €ir€y€V€To' €v3€v* Ap€iapol         S  Philastrius  Hseres.  cap.  47. 
pa06vT€s,  3(\rjpa  kqI  PovXr)^^  irporf-        ^  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  iii.  cap.  i. 
yua-Bai  Bfkova-i  tov   X&yov.    Athan,        *  See  BuU.  D.  F.  p.  332.  Animadv. 

p.  608.  in  Gilb.  Gierke,  p.  1054.  Fabricius 

^  Ovd*  yap  ovdf  SyytXoi  brfpiovpy^lv  Not.  in  Hippolyt.  vol.  i.  p.  243. 
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eternal  genercUian^  temporal  procession^  and  Christ^s  incarnation. 
But  taking  the  Fathers  coUectivelyy  there  is  demonstration  for 
that  three/old  distinction  I  have  mentioned.  And  even  as  to 
mngle  Fathers,  though  they  did  not  give  the  name  to  all  the 
three^  they  acknowledged  the  things  meant  by  that  name  ;  as  I 
have  fully  shewn.  Which  of  the  three  is  most  properly  called 
by  the  name  of  peneration^  is  a  very  fruitless  question :  it  is 
manifest  that  that  name  was  given  by  some  or  other  of  the  ancients 
to  all  the  three. 

You  object,  (p.  283.)  that  Irenseus  argues  against  all  internal 
generations.  The  reader  may  see  that  matter  handsomely 
cleared  up  in  Massuet's  Previous  Dissertations  upon  Irenseus^. 

You  object,  (p.  285.)  that  the  notion  of  consubstantiality  (I 
suppose  you  will  say  the  same  now  of  necessary  existence)  is  far 
from  inferring  equal  svpremacy.  But,  having  once  sufficiently 
proved  his  necessary  existence^  and  took  off  your  pretences  about 
loiU^  (which  you  chiefly  trusted  to,)  the  rest  will  create  no 
difficulty  with  considering  men.  As  to  your  weak  charge  upon 
Tertullian,  &c.  about  angels  and  souls  being  comubstantial  with 
God,  it  has  been  answered.  You  have  a  pleasant  argument, 
(p.  27 1.)  that  "  if  the  Son  was  generated,  by  the  will  and  power 
^'  of  the  Father,  into  a  state  of  Sonship,  either  in  time  or  from 
**'  eternity,  it  is  sufficient  to  distinguish  him  from  the  one  supremo, 
"  self-existent,  immutable  Grod ;  who  is  incapable  of  any  change^ 
"  even  so  much  as  in  any  mode  of  existence.*"  Your  argument 
here  turns  upon  a  fanciful  supposition,  that  all  generation, 
whether  temporal  or  eternal^  implies  mutability ^  or  change.  But 
be  pleased  to  make  sense  of  what  you  have  here  said,  on  either 
supposition.  Suppose  the  generation  eternal,  what  sense  is  there 
in  conceiving  a  change  where  there  is  nothing  neWy  no  state  ante- 
cedent, no  prius  or  posterius,  which  every  change  implies  ?  Suppose 
it  temporal;  then  as  it  means  no  more  than  a  manifestation, 
exertion,  or  taking  a  new  ojlce,  relation,  &c.  what  change  is  there 
in  all  this,  more  than  there  is  in  God  the  Father,  upon  any  new 
oc^,  manifestaiion,  exertion  of  power,  &c. !  There  is  no  change  at 
all  in  it,  no,  not  so  much  as  in  any  m>ode  of  existence. 

I  have  now  run  through  all  that  I  find  material  under  this 
Query.  Upon  the  whole  it  appears,  that  the  ancients  firmly 
believed  and  professed  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son : 
as  well  those  who  maintained  the  generation  to  be  temporal^  as 
those  that  professed  it  eternal.  And  you  have  not  been  able  to 
^  Massuet.  PraE?v.  Dissert,  p.  36,  128. 
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prove,  either  that  the  former  thought  the  Son  an  aUribuie  only 
before  his  generation,  or  that  the  latter  ever  made  generation  to 
be  by  wUl^  in  any  sense  but  what  is  consistent  with  wliat  we  now 
call  necessary  existence  and  necessary  emanation. 

It  may  not  be  here  improper  to  throw  in  a  few  words  about 
the  several  similitudes  and  illustrations  made  use  of  by  the 
ancients  to  help  imagination,  and  to  give  men  a  more  lively  sense 
of  divine  truths.  They  are  all  of  them  low^  and  infinitely  short 
of  what  they  were  intended  to  represent ;  some  of  them  perhaps 
too  coarse,  and  such  as  might  better  have  been  spared :  but 
writers  are  not  always  upon  their  guard.  They  had  a  pious 
design  in  adapting  their  comparisons  to  the  very  meanest  capa- 
cities. The  resemblances  were  these ;  mind  and  thought^  light 
and  its  shining y  sun  and  its  rays^  fountain  and  streams,  root  and 
branches y  seed  and  plants^  body  and  its  effluvia^  fire  and  fire^  Ught 
and  Ughty  water  and  streams. 

These  similitudes  were  intended  to  represent  the  cofisubstan- 
tiality^  or  coeternity,  or  both,  according  as  they  were  most  fitly 
adapted,  respectively,  or  most  proper  to  represent  either,  or  both. 

The  comparisons  of  fountain  and  stream,  root  and  branch,  body 
and  efflwoia,  light  and  Ught,  fire  and  fire,  and  such  like,  served 
more  peculiarly  to  signify  the  consubstantiality :  but  those  of 
mind  and  thought^  light  and  splendor,  {<f>Q9  koL  iTrayycurfm,)  were 
more  peculiarly  calculated  to  denote  coeternity  ;  abstracting  from 
the  consideration  of  consubstantiality.  For  thought  is  not  any 
thing  substantial :  and  I  know  not  whether  light,  iLTtaCyaajia,  was 
ever  taken  to  be  so  by  the  ancient  Fathers.  It  is  certain  that 
sometimes  it  was  looked  upon  as  a  mere  energy  or  quality^  I 
say  then,  that  coeternity  was  more  fitly  represented  by  those  two 
similitudes,  than  consubsta/ntiality. 

Indeed  Eusebius  would  not  allow  thaV^  coeternity  was  signified 
in  the  similitude  of  light  and  splendor ;  or,  I  may  more  properly 
say,  luminous  body  and  light,  for  that  is  the  meaning.  But  in 
this  that  great  man  was  very  singular.  And  though  Mont- 
faucon's  censure  of  him,  as  commmly  wresting  Scripture,  and  the 
Churches  doctrine,  to  his  own  private  fancies  ",  may  seem  rather 


1  Justin.    Martyr.    Dial.   p.    372.        '^  Nihil  itaque  insolens  si  Eusebios, 

lUseb.  Dem.  Evang.  lib.  iv.  c.   3.    qui  plerumque  Scripturarum  et  £c- 

Damascen.  vol.  i.  p.  135,  137.  Theo-    clesise  dogmata  ex  sensu  et  opinione 


Euseb.  Dem.  Evang.  lib.  iv.  c.  3.  qui  plerumque  Scripturarum  et  £c- 
Damascen.  vol.  i.  p.  i^,  13^.  Theo-  clesise  dogmata  ex  sensu  et  opinione 
dorit.  in  Epist.  ad  Hebr.  c.  1.  ver.  3.    sua  estimare  ausus  est,  in  multis  lap- 


Hser.  Fab.  lib.  v.  c.  7.  p.  356.  sus  sit.    Montf,  Pralim,  ni  Euseb. 

Euseb.  Demonstr.  Evang.  lib.  iv.    &c.  p.  39. 


c.  3.  p.  147. 
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too  severe ;  yet  it  is  certainly  true  of  him  in  this  instance : 
unless  we  could  suppose  tha,t  parenthesis,  or  digression,  (for  such 
it  seems  to  be,)  foisted  into  his  work  by  some  other  hand.  No 
Oatholic,  before  or  after  him,  ever  talked  in  that  way,  but  quite 
the  contrary.  Origen<»,  TheognostusP,  Dionysius  of  Alexandria, 
and  Alexander,  (to  say  nothing  of  later  writers**,)  give  a  very 
different  account  of  that  similUude :  and  they  are  more  to  be 
regarded  than  Eusebius,  who  stands  alone  in  his  account  of  it, 
directly  thwarting  the  sense  of  all  the  CathoUcs  his  contempo- 
raries, as  well  as  of  his  predecessors  that  have  used  it.  But  to 
proceed. 

It  is  observable  that  those  who  expressly  maintained  the 
temporal  generation  only,  as  Justin  Martyr,  Hippolytus,  and 
several  others,  they  also  illustrate  it  by  similitudes ;  not  by 
</)«s  and  iirat^cuTfia,  so  far  as  I  have  observed,  but  by  light  of 
lights  one  fire  from  another  fountain  and  streams.  They  have 
sometimes  also  the  sun  and  its  rays^  which  seems  to  me  to 
amount  nearly  to  the  same  with  ^o>9  and  iiravyao-iAa.  Those 
writers  considered  the  light,  not  only  as  breaking  forth,  or 
streaming  out  from  the  Father  absolutely,  (as  they  considered  it, 
who  illustrated  eternal  generation  thereby,)  but  also  relatively^ 
in  respect  of  the  creatures  ;  upon  whom  it  began  to  break  forth 
and  shine,  when  the  Son  exerted  his  power  in  the  creation. 
Then  was  light  sprung  up  to  them  from  the  Father,  which  light 
had  been  before  eternally  in  and  of  the  Father,  not  manifested 
ad  extra,  not  sent  abroad,  as  they  would  express  it. 

You  give  hints  in  your  preface,  (p.  vii.)  and  book,  p.  285, 
and  elsewhere,  that  the  notion  of  the  ancients  was  no  more  than 
that  the  Son  was  from  ^^  an  internal  substantial  power  of  the 
*^  Father,  by  his  wiU,  withoiU  any  division,  abscission,  dimi- 
"  nution,  &c.  as  one  fire  is  lighted  from  another  i^  but  you 
represent  their  sense  very  partially,'  or  at  least  very  obscurely. 
Their  plain  meaning  was,  that  the  Son  was  really ,  and  not 
nominally  distinct  from  the  Father ;  which  they  signified  by  one 

^  0c6ff  yap  <f>Sis  €<jmV  awavyao'fia  ^ Knavyaa-yia    dc    ^y    (fxarhs  atdiov, 

ovK  €?;(€  TTJt  Ibiat  ^^£,  ipa  ToXfiTia-ag  naifr^s  /col  avrbs  didi6s  cori.    Dionys. 

Tis  dpxfjv  d^  thai  vlov  np6T€pov  ovk  Alex,  apud  Athan.  p.  353. 

ovTos,  ^  Orig.  ap,  Athanas,  p.  233.  Tb  yap  cntavyafryM  rrjg  ^^s  fifj  €Lhu 

-^r.     -f^r.    ^»— '  ^A»»      »„     ..A     *l A1 7-         A1 ...^.^     rwiL^^J      i;t 


ri  rov  vlov  ov(ria.  Mi  in  fiff  tivT»v  Alexmdr,  Alex,  apud  Theod.  lib.  i. 

iircunjx^'   oXK^  €k  rrjs  tov  narpht  c.  4. 

ova-ias  ?<^v,  a>f  tov  <b»T6s  r6  dwav-        Q  See  some  testimonies  in  my  Ser- 

yQfTiia,  a>f  i^aros  drfjus.     Theogn.  ap.  mons,  vol.  ii.  p.  151. 

Athanas.  p.  230. 
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fire  and  another :  and  they  meant  further  to  signify,  that  though 
the  Son  did  in  a  oertain  sense  come  out  from  the  Father,  yet  he 
was  not. divided  from  him,  but  remained  still  really  in  him  and 
with  him.  I  have  set  the  principal  passages  in  the  ^margin  ; 
which  may  serve  to  explain  each  other,  and  fully  to  ascertain 
the  meaning.  It  would  be  tedious  here  to  enter  into  the  par- 
ticulars. Upon  the  whole,  their  meaning  was,  that  the  Son  so 
came  out  from  the  Father,  as  still  to  remain  in  him :  it  was  an 
economical^  not  a  real  separation.  And  so  the  Father  did  not 
leave  himself  emptied^  as  it  were,  of  his  Son,  by  his  sending  him 
out  to  create  and  to  transact  all  matters  between  him  and  the 
creature. 

This,  I  doubt  not  to  say,  is  the  certain  and  the  full  meaning  c^ 
those  Fathers  :  and  had  it  not  been  for  some  persons  coming  to 
read  them  with  the  notion  of  eternal  generation  in  their  heads, 
they  could  never  have  mistaken  so  plain  a  matter  as  this  is,  of 
the  Son''s  being  sent  out  economiooMy  from  the  Father,  first  to 
maiey  and  next  to  govern  the  cjeatures  :  which  mimony  fnani/es- 
tation,  or  exertion,  is,  with  those  writers,  his  generation :  as  it 
was  also  so  reckoned  even  by  many  of  the  Post-Nicenes,  who 
may  be  seen  in  the  margin  s.     It  must  be  owned,  that  Hilary 


*■  A6yop  y€wS>fi€v,  ov  Kara  airorofi^v, 
its  iKaTTcoSrjvai  r^v  cV  Tjfitv  \6yov  Trpo- 
/3aXX<5fi€voi*  (leg.  7rpo$aKX6fi€vov)  Koi 
&ir(^ov  cttI  TTvpbs,  Sp&fiev  SKKo  yiv6' 
fi€vov,  ovK  iXarrovfievov  tKcivov  cf  o^  ^ 
avmjris  ytyovev,  aXXa  rod  avrov  pAvov 
T05  Koi  t6  €^  avTov  dva<f>3€v  Koi  t6  tv 
fbaiv€nu  ovk  iXarr&o'au  €K€Ivo  c{  o$ 
a>nj<l>dTf.    Just,  Dial.  p.  183. 

Ov  KOT  OTTOTOfiriV  tt)ff  mrofi€pi(ofi€vrj£ 
TTJs  rov  irarphs  ovcias,  Swoia  ra  SXXa 
ndvra  iA€piC6fi€pa  Kai  T€fjaf6ii€va,  ov  rh 
avTo.  €<mv  A  Kal  nplv  rfirjdrjvcu.  Justin, 
P-  373- 


yov,  ynnrfia-as  Koi  r^  Xcfy^  avrov  duann^ 
t6s  ofjuK&v.    Theoph.  Antioch.  p.  139. 

Nee  separatur  substantia,  sea  ezten- 

ditur a  matrice  non  recessit,  sed 

excessit.     Tert,  ApoL  c.  ai. 

Haec  erit  probola  veritatis,  custos 
unitatis,  qiia  prolatum  dicimus  Filium^ 
et  non  separatum.  TertuU.  conir. 
Prax,  c.  8. 

Trinitas  per  consertos  et  connezos 
gradus  a  Fatre  decurrens,  et  mon- 
archke  nihil  obstrepit,  et  cseononUm 
statuni  protejDfit.     Tert.  ibid. 

Habes  Filium  in  terris ;  faabes  Pa- 


Teyoye  di  Kara  fi€pia'u6p,   ov  Ktir  trem  in  coelis.     Non  est  separatio  ista, 

dTroTOfiTjv' r6 yap d7roTp.TjBfv rov irpw'ov  sed  dispositio   divina.       lert.   conir. 

jcfX^^pMrrat*  ro  df  p^picdcv  olKovofiias  Prax.  C.  23. 

rrfv  cS.p€iTiv  7rpoa\a^a>v,  ovk  Mta  r6v  ^  Scirent  Verbum  in  principio  De- 

oSep  €t\iprrai  iTeirolr]K€u,  Sxnrtp  ykp  um,  et  hoc  a  principio  apud  Deum,  et 

carh  fiia?  daShs  diii  rfjv  t^ay\tiv  rav  natum  esse  ex  eo  qui  erat,  et  hoc  in  eo 

TToXK&v  Sab&v  OVK  ikarrovrai  r6  <f>S>s'  esse  qui  natus  est,  quod  is  ipse  est 


ovrcD  KOI  6  Xoyor  irpoiKBc^v  ck  rrjs  rov 
irarphs  8wdfi€a>s  ovk  Skoyov  'it€itoIi)K€ 
rhv  y€y€vvr)K6ra.     Tatian.  p.  23. 

IIp6  yap  r\  yiytadai  rovrov  €ix€  avfi' 
fiovXov,  €avrov  vovv  Koi  <l>p6vrj(nv  Svra' 
&ir6r€  d«  r]Bekrj(r€v  6  Gcbs  itoirjfrcu.  6<ra 
f^ovXevcaro,  rovrov  rhv  \6yov  eyiwr^trt 
noo<l>optK6v,  npayrdroKOv  ncurqs  Krio'caas, 
ov  K€iKa$€\s  avTos  rov  \6yov,  dKka  Xo- 


penes  quern  erat  antequam  nasceretur ; 
eandem  scilicet  setemitatem  esse  gig- 
nentis  et  geniti.    Hilar,  in  Mat.  p. 
742. 
Procedit  in  nativitat^n,  qui  erat, 

ante  quam  nasceretur,  in  Fatre, 

cujus  ex  ore  prodivit  unigenitus  Fllius, 
cordis  ejus  nobilis  inqumnus  :  exinde 
visibilis  efiectus,  quia  humanum  genus 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.  VIII.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  617 

seems  to  have  changed  his  language  and  sentiments  too  after- 
wards :  or  else  he  held  a  generation  prior  to  this^  along  with  the 
Ttpoikevais.  It  must  also  be  confessed,  that  the  Catholics  them- 
selves were  for  some  time  pretty  much  divided  about  the  ques- 
tion of  eternal  generation  ;  though  there  was  no  question  about 
the  eternal  existence.  Whether  the  A6yo^  might  be  rightly  said 
to  be  begotten  in  respect  of  the  state  which  was  antecedent  to 
the  Tr/>o^A€i;<ri9^  was  the  point  in  question.  Athanasius  argued 
strenuously  for  itS  upon  this  principle,  that  whatever  is  of 
a/MiheTj  and  referred  to  that  other  as  his  T^ead,  (as  the  A(^yo(,  con- 
sidered as  such,  plainly  was,)  may  and  ought  to  be  styled  8on^ 
and  begotten:  besides,  the  Arians  had  objected,  that  there 
would  be  two  imbegotten  Persons,  if  the  Arfyos  ever  existed,  and 
was  not  in  the  capacity  of  Son  ;  and  the  Church  had  never  been 
used  to  the  language  of  two  wnhegottens.  These  considerations, 
besides  the  testimonies  of  elder  Fathers  who  had  admitted 
eternal  generation^  weighed  with  the  generality  of  the  Catholics ; 
and  so  eternal  generation  came  to  be  the  more  prevailing  lan- 
guage, and  has  prevailed  ever  since.  There  is  nothing  new 
in  the  doctrine  more  than  this,  the  caUing  that  eternal  generation 
which  others  would  have  styled  the  eternal  existence  and  relation 
of  the  A6yos  to  the  Father ;  which  at  length  amounts  only  to  a 
difference  in  vxirds  and  names.  This  appears  to  me  a  fair  and 
full  account  of  that  matter,  after  the  most  careful  and  impartial 
search  I  have  been  able  to  make  into  the  ancients  upon  it; 
that  I  might  not  deceive  either  myself  or  my  readers. 

In  conclusion,  since  you  have  been  pleased  to  call  upon  me  for 
satisfactionj  (p.  297.)  which  I  shall  be  always  ready  to  pay  for 
any  injury  I  have  really  done  to  my  readers ;  I  now  leave  it 
to  your  "  ingenuity  to  consider,  what  satisfaction  you  ought  to 
"  make  your  readers,'*  for  the  following  particulars. 

visitaturus  erat.    Zen,   Veron»  apud  xnr    avrov   yeytvrfiitvav   duuc6a'fiTf(rtP, 

Bull,  p.  300.  Constantin,  apud  Oelas,  p.  58. 

Ortus  habens  initium  in  navitate.  Ex  ore  quamlibet  Patris  sis  ortoB, 

in  statu  non  habens.     Phabad,  et  verbo  emtus; 

Hoc  initium  habeat  Sapientia  Dei  Tamen  patemo  in  pectore  Sophia 

quod  de  Deo  procesgit  ad  creaqda  callebas  prius.     Prudent,  Hymn,  id. 

omnia  tam  cselestia  quam  terrena;  p.  44. 

non  quo  coeperit  esse  in  Deo .    Creata  Vere  enim  et  sine  voce  natiun,  et 

est  ergo  sapientia,  imo  genita,  non  omnia  potentialitercontinensVerbum, 

sibi  quse  semper  erat,  sed  his  quse  ab  tmn  Pater  actualiter^efierotnV,  quando 

ea  fieri  oportebat.     Pseud.  Amoros,  de  caelum  et  terram,  quando  lucem  et 

Ftrf.  c.  ii.  p.  349.  csetera  fecit.  Rupert  Tuitiens, 

*Ey€WT)drj,fA^^ovdf'npoTJ\3€vavT6s,  ^  Athanasius  contr.  Arianos,  Orat. 

Koi  Trovrorc  €v  r^  Trarpi  if,  inl  r^iv  tS>v  4. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


618  A  SECOND  DEFENCE  Qu.  ix. 

1.  For  carelessly  passing  over  the  many  and  plain  testimonies 
I  produced  for  eternal  generation ;  from  Irenseus,  Origen, 
Novatian,  Dionysius  of  Borne,  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  Metho- 
dius, Pamphilus,  and  Alexander  of  Alexandria :  as  to  which, 
you  have  not  attempted  to  shew  that  I  have  misconstrued  the 
passages,  nor  have  you  endeavoured  to  reconcile  them  to  your 
principles ;  contenting  yourself  with  objecting  only,  instead  of 
amawering,  as  usual  with  you. 

2.  For  imposing  upon  us  the  spwrivoA  or  interpolated  Consti- 
tutions :  which,  you  know,  are  of  no  value  in  this  controversy, 
with  men  of  letters. 

3.  For  representing  the  Councils  of  Sirmium,  Sardica^  Antiocb^ 
as  undoubtedly  orthodox;  though  never  so  accounted,  or  received 
as  such^  by  the  Catholics  in  general,  but  suspected  as  Arian  by 
many,  and  that  very  justly. 

4.  For  your  several  tm/afr,  not  to  say  manifestly ya&0  trans- 
lations :  of  the  words  of  the  Sirmian  Council,  p.  258,  274.  of 
Hilary,  p  259,  275.  of  Tatian,  p.  270,  no.  of  Basil,  p.  291. 

5.  For  representing  (p.  273,  287.)  Eusebius  as  giving  the 
sense  of  the  ancients  upon  a  point  wherein  all  the  Catholics 
before,  and  in,  and  after  his  times,  are  flatly  against  him,  (as 
many  as  speak  of  it.)  and  not  a  man  concurring  with  him. 

6.  For  your  very  slight,  superficial,  and  elusive  answers  to  the 
many  weighty  reasons  I  before  gave  in  my  Defence,  (vol.  i.  p.  360. 
to  36^.)  to  prove  that  the  Logos  was  a  real  and  an  eternal  Per- 
son (according  to  the  ancients)  antecedently  to  his  processioHy 
otherwise  called  generation. 

Query  IX. 

Whether  the  divine  attributes.  Omniscience,  Ubiquity,  SfC.  those  indi- 
vidual attributes^  can  be  communicated  without  the  divine  essence, 
from  which  they  are  inseparable  ? 

TO  this  you  say,  '^  it  is  sufficient  to  answer,  that  individual 
^  attributes  can  neither  be  communicated  with  nor  without  the 
**  essence.^'  Your  reason :  ^  because  conmiunication  of  an  in- 
*'  dividual,  without  the  communicator's  parting  with  it,  is 
"  supposing  it  to  be  not  an  individual,  and  is  consequently  a 
"  contradiction  interms,^  f-  301.  Thus  far  you:  and  you  go 
on  after  this  with  so  peculiar  an  air  of  self-complacency  and 
satisfaction,  that  one  would  almost  think  you  weak  enough  to 
imagine  you  had  said  something  considerable.  The  great  diffi- 
culty is  still  behind^  to  determine  what  makes  an  individual,  or 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.ix.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  619 

to  fix  a  certain  principle  of  individuation.  I  called  upon  you 
for  it  before;  knowing  that  very  wise  men  thought  it  as 
difficult  a  problem  as  to  square  the  circle.  But  to  a  man  of 
your  abilities  nothing  is  difficult ;  you  can  solve  the  doubt  in 
three  words. 

You  undertake  it,  (p.  307.)  telling  me,  that  the  ^^  principle  of 
"  individuation  is  a  self-evident  thing.^  To  those  only,  I  presume, 
who  have  not  sagacity  enough  to  see  where  the  difficulty  lies : 
to  such  all  things  are  easy,  as  all  colours  are  alike  to  men  in  the 
dark.  Let  us  have  this  solution.  ''  It  is  that  by  which  any  one 
^^  things  be  it  simple  or  complex^  is  that  one  thing  which  it  is, 
"  and  not  another.*^  That  is  to  say,  it  is  that  by  which  any 
thing  is  an  individual.  And  pray  what  is  that!  Are  we  not 
just  where  we  were !  If  any  should  ask  you  what  is  the  cause  of 
the  motion  of  the  heart)  you  would  tell  them,  I  suppose^  it  is  that 
by  which  the  heart  is  made  to  beat ;  or  if  you  are  asked  the  cause 
of  the  tidcy  it  is  that  by  which  the  waters  are  made  to  ebb  omdjlow. 
Who  would  be  the  wiser  for  such  discoveries  i  You  have  not 
told  me  what  makes  an  individual;  but  you  have  signified,  in 
other  words,  what  is  meant  by  the  phrase^  principle  of  indivi- 
duation^ which  I  knew  very  well  before. 

Having  laid  your  foundation,  such  as  it  i^,  you  proceed  to 
build  upon  it.  **  Two  beings/'  you  say,  *'  may  be  one  complex 
"  being,  but  they  cannot  either  of  them  be  that  one  being  which 
^^  this  is.  Two  substances  may  be  one  complex  substance,  but 
^*  they  cannot  either  of  them  be  that  one  substance  which  this 
"  is.*"  Wonderful  edifying  !  But  the  great  defect  is,  (and  it  is 
strange  you  should  not  perceive  it,)  that  we  do  not  yet  know 
what  we  are  to  call  ofie  being  or  tttx)  beings ;  one  substance  or  two 
substances:  if  that  were  settled,  any  child  could  go  on.  We 
must  therefore  stop  your  course  a  little,  and  bring  you  back 
again  to  the  place  where  you  set  out.  To  convince  you  of  your 
being  mightily  out  of  the  way,  let  me  put  a  case  to  you.  Upon 
Dr.  Clarke's  principles,  of  the  dimne  substance  being  extended^  I 
desire  to  know  whether  this  substance  which  fiUs  the  earth,  be  one 
with  that  subst(mce  which  fills  heaven :  this  is  bringing  your 
doctrine  of  individuals  to  the  test,  in  order  to  see  of  what  service 
it  may  be  to  us.  By  your  principles,  so  far  as  I  yet  perceive, 
this  substance  and  that  substance  must  be  two  simple  substances, 
and  one  complex  suibstance.  I  wondered  indeed  why  you  chose 
the  word  compkxy  rather  than  compotmd;  which  signifies  the 
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same.  But  now  I  recollect  that  Dr.  Clarke  had  declared" 
against  God^s  being  a  compcmnd  substance.  He  may  be  complex^ 
however,  upon  your  hypothesis :  and  so  if  we  must  have  a  complex 
Deity,  it  may  as  well  be  mth  a  Trinity  of  divine  Persons,  as  withota. 
Clear  your  own  schemes,  and  you  clear  ours  at  the  same  time. 

Dr.  Clarke's  notion  of  individual  substcmce  appears  plainly  to 
be  this ;  that  if  the  substance  be  but  spiritual,  and  th^re  be  no 
disunion,  then  the  substance  is  one,  one  simple  substance.  I 
approve  of  his  notion  as  very  just :  and  since  the  three  divine 
Persons  are  supposed  by  us  to  be  all  ^ritual,  and  united  as 
much  as  possible,  more  closely  indeed  (being  equally  omnipresent) 
than  you  suppose  iYiQ  parts  of  the  divine  substance  to  be ;  I  say, 
since  these  things  are  so,  the  three  Persons  may  be  one  indi- 
mdual  substance,  upon  the  Doctor^s  principles,  one  simple  and 
v/ncompounded  substance ;  which  is  what  we  assert :  and  if  the 
substance  be  individual^  the  attributes,  we  hope^  may  be  so  too : 
and  then  all  is  right.  You  are  used  to  pay  a  deference  to  the 
learned  Doctor's  judgment  in  other  matters ;  do  so  in  tliis :  or 
if  you  are  resolved  to  debate  the  point,  dispute  it  first  with  him : 
he  may  probably  give  you  good  satisfaction,  and  save  me  any 
further  trouble. 

You  are  displeased  with  me  (p.  309.)  for  mentioning  parts  of 
the  divine  substance.  But  let  your  displeasure  fall  where  it  ought, 
upon  the  learned  Doctor;  who  having  subjected  the  divine 
substance  to  extension,  has  necessarily  introduced  parts ;  there 
being  no  extension  where  there  are  not  parts.  Besides  that  the 
Doctor  has  expressly  admitted  parts,  provided  only  they  be  not 
separable,  compounded  parts,  which  I  charge  you  not  with.  You 
say,  indeed,  that  instead  of  parts,  I  should  have  said  "  partial 
'*  apprehensions  of  its  omnipresence.*"  But,  I  beseech  you,  put 
me  not  off  with  words ^  nor  with  such  answers  as  you  would  not 
yourself  admit  in  another  case.  I  am  talking  of  the  divine 
substance,  which  is  not  made  up  of  apprehmsions,  but  of  some- 
what real ;  which  (upon  your  and  the  Doctor's  hypothesis)  must 
be  called  extended  parts.     You  would  laugh  at  us,  if  we  should 

u  Dr.  Clarke's  Answer  to  the  sixth  "  And  tliat  I  take  to  be  the  reason 

Letter^  p.  4.     His  words  are ;  "  The  "  why  it  is.  a   subject   incapable  of 

'^  meaning  oi  parts  is  separable,  com-  **  thought.  Not  because  it  is  extended: 

'*  pounded,  ununited  parts,  such  as  *'  but  because  its  parts  are  distinct 

"  the  parts  of  matter ;  which  for  that  "  substances,  unumted,  and  indepen- 

"  reason  is  always  a  compound,  not  a  "  dent  on  each  other :  which,  I  sup- 

"  simple  substance.  No  matter  is  one  "  pose,  is  not  the  case  of  other  sub- 

"  substance,  but  a  heap  of  substances.  "  stances." 
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tell  you  that  the  three  Persons  are  three  partial  apprehensions^ 
when  you  ask  us  wl^at  they  are ;  whether  beings  or  not  beings. 
Do  not  therefore  put  us  off  with  empty  sounds,  when  we  ask 
you  the  like  questions  about  the  parts  of  the  divine  substance ; 
whether  BeiTigs  or  one  Being :  and  if  one  Being,  whether  one 
individual  Being ;  and  if  so,  whether  simple  or  complex.  By  that 
time  you  have  furnished  out  proper  answers  to  these  questions, 
all  that  you  have  objected  about  individual  will  drop  and  dwindle 
into  nothing.  And  it  will  be  great  satisfaction  to  us  to  observe, 
how  handsomely  you  can  plead  on  the  opposite  side,  and  how 
ingeniously  you  can  unravel  your  own  sophistry.  You  may  at 
lengthy  perhaps,  be  sensible,  that  all  the  difficulties  you  have 
raised  about  individual^  numerical^  specific^  &c.  resolve  only  into 
this;  that  we  know  not  precisely,  in  all  cases,  what  to  call 
individual^  or  numsrical^  or  specific.  You  have  a  very  distinct 
notion  (in  your  way  of  thinking)  of  any  two  parts  of  the  divine 
substance :  and  yet  you  know  not  whether  it  be  proper  to  say, 
that  this  part  is  individuaUg  and  numerically  the  same  substance 
with  the  other  part.  You  would  be  as  much  puzzled  about  spe- 
cific ;  since  you  would  hardly  think  it  sufficient  to  say,  that  they  are 
specifically  one  and  the  same  substance.  Learn  therefore,  from 
hence,  to  distinguish  between  difficulties  relating  to  things^  and 
difficulties  about  names  only. 

You  attempt  to  answer  what  I  had  urged  in  my  Defence,  vol. 
i.  p.  445.  where  I  had  argued  against  the  same  wisdom^  goodness, 
or  any  other  attributes,  being  supposed  to  reside  in  infinitely 
distant  parts.  I  thought  no  maxim  clearer  than  this,  that 
attributes  of  any  subject  reach  not  beyond  their  subject :  and 
therefore  whatever  attribute  is  in  this  substance^  cannot  be  also 
in  that  svhstance ;  unless  this  substance  be  thai  substance.  I  did 
not  urge  these  things  as  being  of  any  real  weight  in  themselves ; 
but  only  as  having  the  very  same  weight  as  your  objections 
against  the  doctrine  of  the  blessed  Trinity  have,  or  ought  to 
have :  and  I  was  to  convince  you  of  the  folly  of  wading  beyond 
your  depth.  You  have  answers,  such  as  they  are,  ready  for 
every  thing ;  either  to  shew  that  you  know  more^  or  else  know 
less  than  wise  men  do :  for,  it  is  one  degree  of  knowledge  to  be 
sensible  of  one's  ignorance.  You  tell  me  that  the  ^^  same 
"  individual  moment  of  time  is  every  where,  and  the  same 
"  individual  truth  is  every  where.*"  Admitting  this,  why  then 
may  not  the  same  individual  foisdom,  power^  &c.  be  in  three  Per- 
sons f  But  if  I  should  ask  you  to  give  me  any  distinct  notion  of 
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the  same  indimdval  moment  or  the  same  indimdual  trvih  being 
every  where,  possibly  you  might  be  strangely  confounded.  Is 
this  moment  or  this  trtUA  substance  or  attribute !  If  attribute, 
what  is  the  subject  of  it  ?  If  the  divine  substance  be  the  subject, 
how  can  these  truths  and  these  moments  reside  in  an  extended 
subject,  without  being  coextended  f  And  how  can  the  attributes 
of  one  part  be  the  attributes  of  another  part,  any  more  than 
the  extension  of  one  is  the  extension  of  another!  However,  since 
you  have  been  pleased  to  admit  that  this  individual  truth  and 
that  individual  moment  are  "  entirely  in  the  whole,  and  entirely 
*'  in  every  part  of  the  universe;"  we  shall  want  a  good  reason 
why  the  same  individual  attributes  may  not  be  entirely  in  the 
whole  Trinity,  <md  entirely  in  every  Person  of  it.  But  you  will 
say,  that  you  suppose  the  attributes  comm^on^  and  not  commu- 
nicated: and  so  there  will  be  a  difference  between  your  A^po- 
thesis  and  ours.  But,  as  the  main  difficulty  lies  in  conceiving  the 
same  attributes  to  be  entirely  in  the  wholej  and  entire  in  every 
Person;  this  being  happily  got  over,  the  other  will  create  no 
difficulty.  It  is  as  easy  to  conceive  the  same  thing  common  in 
this  manner,  as  common  in  that  manner :  for  there  is  no  other 
difference  but  in  the  manner ,  between  common  and  communicated. 
Having  thus  dispatched  the  main  point,  relating  to  the  principle 
of  individuation^  (which  stands  just  where  it  did,)  you  will  not 
expect  any  further  answer  to  such  objections  as  turn  only  upon 
the  uncertain  meaning  of  individual, 

I  freely  own  my  ignorance,  that  I  am  not  yet  got  beyond  the 
common  School  definition:  Individua  sunt  quce  dividi  non 
possunt  inphira  eptsdem  nominis^  et  naturce  singularis.  Individual 
is  something  undivided,  in  such  respect  as  it  is  conceived  to  be 
one:  and  one  is  something  single,  and  not  multiplex,  in  that 
respect  wherein  it  is  conceived  to  be  one.  I  pretend  not  to  make 
any  man  wiser  by  such  an  account  as  this :  but  it  is  proper  to 
confess  our  ignora/nce  where  we  know  nothing.  This,  however,  I 
pretend  to  be  certain  of,  that  every  individual  is,  upon  your 
principles,  made  up  of  parts  ;  and  that  all  oneness,  or  sameness, 
is  by  wnicn  of  parts :  otherwise  there  is  nothing  in  the  world 
that  you  can  call  one  substance,  or  same  substance,  at  all.  Now, 
if  union  makes  oneness,  or  sameness,  you  will  be  extremely  puzzled 
to  find  out  any  union  closer,  or  stronger,  or  higher,  than  that 
union  which  we  conceive  to  be  among  the  three  Persons.  Why 
then  may  they  not  be  one  individual  Substance,  Being,  God  ? 
Or  the  same  individual  Substance,   Being,  God?   I  like  what 
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St.  Bernard^  has  said  of  this  matter ;  and  leave  you  to  confute 
it  when  you  are  able. 

I  may  here  take  some  notice  of  the  author  of  the  Appeal  to  a 
Turk,  &c.  who  thinks  it  strange  we  should  pretend  to  know  that 
three  Persons  are  one  Being ^  when,  by  our  own  confession,  we 
know  not  precisely  what  makes  om  Being^  nor  can  fix  upon  any 
certain  principle  of  individu>ation^  p.  54.  Now,  as  to  the  fact, 
that  three  Persons  are  one  God,  or  one  Being^  we  pretend  to 
know  it  from  Scripture :  but  as  to  the  maimer  how  they  are 
waited^  we  know  it  not  at  all.  I  suppose,  we  may  know  that  soul 
and  body  are  so  united  as  to  make  one  man;  though  we  understand 
not  the  nature  of  the  imion :  or  that  the  parts  of  matter  cohere^ 
though  we  understand  not  the  mcmner  or  cause  of  their  cohesion. 
And  if  we  are  puzzled  in  accounting  for  the  union  of  things  so 
familiar  to  us,  and  suited  to  our  capacities,  what  wonder  is  it,  if 
our  thoughts  are  lost  in  accounting  for  the  divine  tmion  of  the 
tremendous  Deity !  It  is  one  thing  to  know  that  three  Persons 
are  one  God,  another  to  know  what  makes  them  one.  If  the 
author^s  objection  Ues  only  against  calling  the  Persons  one 
Being,  as  not  being  scriptural ;  we  shall  be  content  if  he  admit>s 
them  to  be  one  God,  or  one  Jehovah,  which  is  evidently  Scripture 
doctrine.  His  reasoning,  p.  56.  is  of  the  same  size  for  acuteness 
and  penetration  with  what  he  has,  p.  54.  If  we  have  no  idea  of 
the  manner  how  two  may  be  one,  he  will  infer,  that  "  we  have  no 
"  idea  either  of  two  Persons  or  of  one  God.*"  That  is  to  say,  if 
we  have  no  idea  of  the  manner  how  soul  and  body  make  one  man, 
we  have  no  idea  of  sovi,  or  body,  or  of  one  man.  Now  the  case 
is  this ;  we  have  an  idea  of  the  Persons  united,  and  we  under- 
stand that  they  are  (me,  having  a  confuse  general  idea  of  unity  : 
but  as  to  the  internal  cause,  or  particular  manner  of  the  union,  we 
hftve  no  idea  of  it.  What  is  there  strange  or  surprising  in  this, 
unless  it  be  strange  for  ignorant  creatures  to  know  only  in  part, 
and  to  be  able  to  understand  something  without  knowing  every 
thing  ?  But  to  return  to  you. 

I  shall  now  look  back,  to  see  if  there  be  any  incidental  passages 
under  this  Query  deserving  notice.  Page  303,  I  find  you  endea- 
vouring to  prop  up  the  Doctor's  aphorism,  that  "necessary 
"  agents  are  no  agents,  and  necessary  causes  no  causes.*"  This 
is  also  strife  about  tcords ;  in  which  the  cause  is  nothing  con- 
cerned.    For  admitting  all  you  would  have,  it  comes  to  this 

'  Inter  omnia  qu£e  recte  unum  di-  e  converso,  tree  substantias  una  in 

cuntur,  arcem  tenet  UnitasTrinitatis;  Christo  persona  sunt.    Bernard,  de 

qua    Persons    tres    una  substantia  Cof^.  lib.  v.  c.  8. 
sunt :  secundo  loco,  ille  prsecellit,  qua 
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only ;  that  the  ancients  have  improperly  called  the  Father  an 
Agmty  or  Oame^  in  respect  of  the  gmercUion  :  the  doctrine  will 
stand  exactly  as  before,  only  in  other  terms.  And  you  must 
not  pretend  to  chomge  the  sense  of  the  ancients  in  respect  of  the 
words  act  or  cause;  and  still  appeal  to  their  expressions  as 
countenancing  your  novel  notions :  that  will  be  afironting  the 
readers  indeed.  But  let  us  inquire  a  little  into  this  new  philo- 
sophy. I  asked,  whether  an  infinitely  active  Being  can  ever 
cea^se  to  act?  To  which  you  answer  not  a  word.  I  asked, 
whether  God's  hving  himself  (which  is  loving  every  thing  that  is 
good,  and  which  general  love,  or  natural  propensity ^  seems  to  be 
the  prime  mover  in  all  the  divine  acts)  be  not  acting  f  To  which 
you  reply  nothing.  I  believe  we  are  almost  out  of  our  depth 
here,  and  might  more  modestly  leave  the  divine  acts  to  that 
divine  Being  who  alone  understands  the  nature  of  them.  But 
since  you  pretend  to  be  wise  in  such  high  things,  I  may  put  a  few 
questions  to  you  concerning  them.  You  say, ''  the  essence  of  action 
^'  is  exerting  of  power,  and  the  will  is  the  original  of  all  exerting 
"  of  power.'"  Well,  let  auction  be  exerting  of  power :  Does  God 
never  naturally  or  necessarily  exert  any  power!  Who  can  be 
wise  enough  to  know  these  things!  But,  the  "will  is  the 
"  original  :^  and  is  not  the  tcill  itself  determined  by  essential 
wisdom,  goodness,  and  truth !  And  why  is  not  that  as  much  the 
original  which  determines,  as  that  which  is  determined !  How  is 
it  that  God  cannot  but  toiU  good,  cannot  but  toi/^  happiness :  as, 
on  the  other  hand,  he  cannot  but  niU  evil,  cannot  but  niU  un- 
happiness!  Are  approving  and  disapproving  the  same  with 
Jknotoing  good  and  evil !  Or  does  he  not  rather  approve  and  dis- 
approve^  because  he  knows  why  \  How  hard  a  thing  then  is  it  to 
distinguish  between  what  shall  be  called  acts^  or  actions^  and 
what  not!  You  have  discarded  all  that  in  common  speech 
passes  under  the  name  of  action.  Walking,  riding,  running,  are 
no  acts :  they  are  bodily  motionSy  following  the  impulses  of  some- 
thing else  that  moves  and  actuates.  Human  acts  must  be  con- 
fined to  what  is  ineisibley  to  what  passes  in  the  dark  recesses  of 
our  minds.  And  here  our  ideas  are  very  defective  and  obscure ; 
and  our  language  almost  all  improper  and  metaphorical;  taken 
from  bodily  motions,  which  are  no  acts.  We  may  divide  the 
powers  or  faculties  of  the  mind  into  perceptive  and  active :  and 
we  may  call  the  latter  by  the  name  of  will.  But  still  what  is 
that  perpetual  activity  of  the  mind,  that  general  pursuit  of 
happiness,  and  avoidance  of  misery,  which  is  not  merely  percep- 
tivcy  and  yet  is  necessary  and  tmavoidable  ?  It  will  be  said,  per- 
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haps^  that  it  is  tkxturaly  resulting  from  our  nature ;  that  is,  from 
God,  who  gave  us  our  nature  :  and  so  herein  we  act  not,  but  are 
a^cted  upon.  Be  it  so ;  let  us  next  go  higher,  to  the  fii*st  cause 
of  all  things :  are  there  no  natural  and  necessary  propensities 
there,  no  natural  or  necessary  aversions  ;  in  a  word,  no  toUUngs 
and  nUHnffSy  which  are  as  necessary  as  it  is  to  exist  ?  Yet  they 
are  acts^  internal  acts ;  and  the  ground  of  all  external :  or  else 
we  know  not  what  ctcts  are.  But  enough  of  this  matter ;  which, 
as  I  before  observed,  is  entirely  foreign  to  the  cause. 

You  object,  that  the  Father  is  not  alrios  (as  Basil  styles  him), 
if  the  Son  necessarily  coexists  with  him.  But  he  is  atnos,  not- 
withstanding, in  Basil's  sense  of  alnosj  in  the  ancient  sense  of 
aXnos,  when  necessary  causes  were  styled  causes :  and  can  any 
thing  be  more  ridiculous  than  to  plead  ancient  phrases,  and  not 
to  take  them  in  their  ancient  sense  I  Gould  not  I,  in  this  way, 
quote  Dr.  Glarke,  Mr.  Whiston,  Mr.  Emlyn,  (and  indeed  whom 
not!)  as  being  perfectly  in  my  sentiments;  let  me  but  put  a 
sense  upon  their  words  as  I  please,  however  contrary  to  the 
known,  certain  sense  of  the  authors  I  Was  there  ever  a  wilder 
method  of  supporting  an  hypothesis ! 

You  have  something,  p.  305,  which  is  reasonably  put,  and 
deserves  consideration.  I  had  pressed  you  with  insuperable 
difficulties  relating  to  the  omnipresence^  and  other  undoubted 
truths.  To  which  you  reply,  that  the  "  omnipresence  is  a  truth 
"  demonstrated  by  reason,  and  affirmed  in  Scripture  C  which 
our  doctrine  is  not,  at  least  not  so  certainly :  that  therefore 
though  the  difficulties  be  equal,  here  and  there,  yet  the  positive 
evidence  is  not.  You  will  forgive  me  for  putting  your  argument 
somewhat  clearer  and  stronger  than  you  had  done.  Now  to  this 
I  answer,  that  our  positive  evidence  from  Scripture  is  very  great 
and  full ;  as  hath  been  often  shewn.  I  will  here  mention  but 
one  argument  of  it,  viz.  that  you  have  not  been  able  to  ehtde 
our  proof  of  the  Son^s  divinity,  without  eluding,  at  the  same  time, 
every  proof  of  the  Father's  (Uvinity  also ;  as  I  have  shewn 
above  y.  Is  not  this  a  very  sensible  and  a  very  affecting  demon- 
stration of  the  strength  of  our  Scripture  proofs  f  You  add  further, 
that  our  doctrine  is  '^  impossible  to  be  undei'stood.'"  A  ground- 
less calumny,  which  I  confuted  at  large  2.  Is  omnipresence  im- 
possible to  be  understood,  which  you  say  can  be  demonstrated  f 
or  is  our  doctrine  more  hard  to  be  conceived  than  that  is  l  But 
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you  pretend  an  insuperable  difficulty  in  our  scheme,  that  it  makes 
more  supreme  Gods  than  one:  which  is  another  calumny  as 
groundless  as  the  former.  You  ask,  are  not  two  supreme  Gods^ 
though  undivided,  two  supreme  Gods  ?  Yes,  certainly ;  but  two 
supreme  Persons,  that  is,  two  equally  supreme  in  nature,  (though 
not  in  order,)  and  u/ndivided  in  substance,  are  not  two  Gods^  but 
one  God.  You  add,  that  making  "  one  substance"  is  not  the 
same  thing  with  making  "  one  God."  To  which  it  is  sufficient 
to  say,  How  do  you  know !  or  how  came  you  to  be  wiser,  in 
this  particular,  than  all  the  Christian  churches  early  and  late ! 
The  heathens,  you  tell  me,  did  not  pretend  that  their  subordinate 
deities,  though  consubstantial,  were  equally  supreme.  They  were 
therefore  the  more  silly  in  supposing  them  consubstantial,  and 
not  suprems ;  that  is,  of  the  same  nature,  and  yet  of  a  different 
nature.  But  the  heathens  were  further  wrong  in  making  more 
deities  than  one,  supreme  and  inferior :  wherein  you  copy  after 
them,  adopting  their  Polytheism,  and  paganizing  Christianity,  as 
Dr.  Cudworth  expresses  it. 

You  accuse  me,  (p.  311.)  as  "presumptuously"  calling  my 
doctrine  "  the  doctrine  of  the  blessed  Trinity,"  in  opposition  to 
yours.  But  why  will  you  give  yourself  these  affected  airs? 
Great  presumption,  indeed,  to  believe  that  the  Catholic  Church 
has  kept  the  true  faith,  while  Eunomians  and  Arians  made 
shipwreck  of  it.  But  it  is  high  presumption  in  a  few  private  men 
to  revive  old  heresies,  and  to  talk  as  confidently  of  them,  as  if  they 
had  never  been  confuted.  A  modest  man  would  be  apt  to 
distrust  his  own  judgment,  when  it  runs  counter  to  so  many 
eminent  lights  of  the  Christian  Church,  and  has  been  so  often 
condemned  by  the  wiser  and  better  part  of  the  Christian  world. 
A  becoming  deference  would  appear  well  in  a  case  of  this  nature : 
nor  do  I  know  any  thing  short  of  infaMUnlity  that  can  either 
warrant  or  excuse  this  big  way  of  talking  which  you  affect  to 
appear  in. 

You  intimate,  (p.  311.)  that  it  is  not  reason,  but  Scripture 
you  appeal  to  ;  and  that  you  will  here  Join  issue  with  me,  apart 
from  metaphysical  hypotheses.  Agreed:  discharge  then  your 
metaphysics  for  the  future  ;  let  us  hear  no  more  of  self-existence, 
to  divide  the  Father  from  the  Son,  when  Scripture  tells  us  they 
are  ons.  Let  us  no  more  be  told,  that  begetting  is  an  act,  and 
every  act  is  of  the  ^DiU :  this  is  all  m^aphysical.  Wave  all  further 
discourse  about  specific,  and  individual,  and  intelligent  a>gent,  and 
the  like,  to  hinder  plain  Christians  from  seeing  that  Scripture 
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makes  no  more  Gods  but  one ;  never  supposes  the  Son  aiwther 
God,  nor  admits  Father  and  Son  to  be  two  Gods,  Drop  your 
pretences  about  subordination  of  offices,  as  implying  distinct 
authoriiieSj  imequal  power,  independence  on  one  hand,  suhjec- 
tion  on  the  other:  such  reasonings  are  metaphysical.  Let  us 
hear  no  more  that  three  divine  Persons  must  be  three  personal 
Oods^  three  Beings,  three  Svibstances  ;  and  that  there  can  be  no 
Unity  of  Godhead,  but  identical  personaf  Unity,  confined  to  one 
Person  solely :  these  are  metaphysics ;  deep,  profound  metaphy- 
sics. Tell  us  no  more  that  derived  and  underived  powers  cannot 
be  the  same  powers,  nor  any  equality  stand  with  the  distinct 
relations  or  offices  of  a  father  and  a  son.  Give  up  your  famed 
dilemma  against  the  Unity,  that  each  Person  must  be  either  the 
same^  whole,  identical  substance,  or  else  an  homogeneous  undivided 
part  of  that  substance :  and  your  other  dilemma^  that  the  Persons 
must  either  have  the  same  identical  Ufe,  or  distinct  identical 
lives ;  neither  of  which  (you  imagine)  can  stand  with  our  princi- 
ples. These  are  abstract  metaphysical  speculations,  such  as 
never  disturbed  the  churches  of  Christ,  until  many  years  after 
they  had  professed  their  faith  in,  and  paid  their  worship  to, 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  as  the  one  true  God.  Wave 
these  things  for  the  fiiture,  and  we  shall  readily  join  issue  with 
you  upon  Scripture  alone ;  and  shall  then  believe  that  you  mean 
what  you  say,  when  you  hereafter  plead  for  the  laying  aside  of 
metaphysics.  We  desire  no  metaphysics  but  in  our  own  necessary 
self-defence :  if  you  begin  in  that  way,  we  must  also  enter  the 
lists  in  the  same  way,  and  oppose  fahe  metaphysics  with  trtie  ; 
to  shew  the  world  your  wanderings  and  your  inconsistencies, 
even  in  what  you  most  rely  upon,  and  (though  you  will  not  own 
it)  almost  solely  trust  to. 

Query  X. 

Whether,  if  they  (the  attributes  belonging  to  the  Son)  be  not  indivi- 
dually the  same,  they  can  be  any  thing  more  than  faint  resemblances 
of  them,  differing  from  them  as  finite  from  infinite ;  and  then  in  what 
sense,  or  with  what  truth  can  the  Doctor  pretend  that  all  divine  powers, 
except  absolute  supremacy  and  independency,  are  communicated  to  the 
Son?  And  whether  every  being,  besides  the  one  Supreme  Being, 
must  not  necessarily  be  a  creature  and  finite ;  and  whether  all  divine 
powers  can  be  communicated  to  a  creature,  infinite  perfection  to  a 
finite  being  ? 
I  FIND  nothing  in  your  further  reply  (which  is  no  reply) 

to  this  Query,  but  what  I  have  fully  obviated  in  my  Defence, 
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and  now  in  my  answer  to  the  other  Queries  above.  All  that  the 
reader  can  learn  from  what  you  have  here  said,  is,  that  if  the 
question  be,  what  it  is  not,  viz.  Whether  the  Son  he  the  F(xther  ; 
you  have  something  to  plead  for  the  negati've  :  but  if  it  be,  as  it 
really  is.  Whether  the  Shn  be  a  creatttre  and  finite ;  you  have 
nothing  to  say  to  it.  The  evidence  is  so  full  and  strong  against 
you,  that  you  dare  not  submit  it  to  a  fair  hearing.  Allow  you  but 
to  wrap  yourself  up  in  amhigwms  terms,  supremacy^  aelf-exigtencey 
individual^  &c.  and  you  are  willing  to  hold  on  a  frivolous  and 
tedious  dispute,  of  no  benefit  to  the  readers:  but  bring  you 
down  to  plain  sense  and  fixed  terms,  then  you  draw  off,  and 
take  your  leave.  A  conduct  suitable  to  such  a  cause,  but  very 
unworthy  of  the  hands  engaged  in  it. 

Query  XI. 

Whether  if  the  Doctor  means  by  divine  powers,  powers  given  by  God, 
(in  the  same  sense  as  angelical  powers  are  divine  powers,)  only  in  a 
higher  degree  than  are  given  to  other  beings;  it  be  not  equivocating, 
and  saying  nothing  :  nothing  that  can  come  up  to  the  sense  of  those 
texts  before  cited,  or  to  these  foUowing  ? 

Applied  to  the  one  God.  To  God  the  Son. 


Thou,  even  thou,  art  Lord  alone ;  thou 
hast  made  heaven,  the  heaven  of  heaveng, 
with  all  their  hosts,  the  earth,  and  all 
things  that  are  therein,  &c.  Neh.  ix.  6. 

In  the  beginning  God  created  the  hea- 
ven and  the  earth,  Oen.  i.  i. 


AU  tilings  were  made  by  him,  John  L 
3.  By  him  were  all  things  created  ;  he  is 
before  all  things,  and  by  him  all  things 
consist.     C0I068.  i.  16,  17. 

Thou,  Lord,  in  the  beginning,  hast 
laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth ;  and  the 
heavens  are  the  works  of  thy  hands. 
Heb.  i.  10. 


THE  questions  here  were,  what  Dr.  Clarke  meant  by  ^vine 
powers,  and  whether  his  meaning  comes  up  to  the  texts  here 
cited.  I  am  now  told,  that  the  "  divine  powers  of  the  Son  are 
*'  not  only  in  a  higher  degree  than  angelical  powers,  but  totally 
"  of  a  diflerent  kind :  for"  (let  us  observe  the  reason)  "  to  the 
"  Son  is  committed  all  judgment,''  p.  3 1 6.  Well  then,  the  Son*s 
divine  powers  are  at  last  dwindled  into  his  offices  given  him  by 
God ;  therefore  divine  most  certainly.  This  is  the  divinity  of 
God  the  Son,  which  you  stand  up  so  zealously  for  in  your 
preface ;  and  for  the  sake  of  which  you  are  so  highly  affi*onted 
to  be  thought  opposers  of  Christ's  divinity.  But  let  us  go  on. 
I  insist  upon  the  Son's  having  creative  powers^  according  to  the 
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texts  cited,  and  as  I  have  proved  more  at  large  in  my  Sermons. 
You  have  little  to  reply,  but  that  derived  and  fmderived  are  not 
the  same:  whereas  they  are  the  same,  because  they  descend 
fipom  one  to  the  other :  were  they  both  wnderived^  they  could  not 
(at  least  according  to  the  ancienU)  have  been  the  same.  Derived 
and  underived  may  be  the  8ame  substance,  as  well  as  greaJter  and 
le»s^  cantaininff  and  contained^  may  be  the  same  substance :  which 
you  are  forced  to  allow  in  your  hypothesis  of  the  extended  parts 
of  the  same  substance.  And  why  must  you  be  perpetually 
quibbling  upon  the  different  senses,  or  kinds  of  sameness^  and 
using  arguments  against  us,  which  inevitably  recoil  upon  your- 
selves I  Do  but  keep  to  that  strict  sense  of  sameness  which  you 
are  using  against  us,  in  the  argument  about  derived  and  v/n- 
derived;  and  I  will  demonstrate  to  you,  upon  your  own  prin- 
ciples, as  before  hinted,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  one  and 
the  same  substance  in  the  worid. 

In  answer  to  hmrd  arguments,  in  this  Query,  you  return  me 
hard  names.  '^  Heaps  of  contradictions,  not  treating  the  argu- 
'^  ment  seriously  C  in  short,  any  thing  that  first  came  into  your 
head,  being  at  a  loss  for  an  amswer^  and  resolved  not  to  be 
entirely  silent.  You  are  caviUing  at  the  account  I  gave  of  the 
ancients,  as  assigning  to  three  Persons  their  several  parts  and 
provinces  in  the  work  of  creation.  I  observed  what  meaning 
they  had  in  it*,  and  that  their  words  are  not  to  be  strictly  and 
rigorously  interpreted.  Have  you  a  syllable  to  object  to  the 
truth  of  this  report !  Not  a  word :  the  thing  is  too  plain  and 
evident  to  be  gainsaid.  The  truth  is,  if  the  ancients  are  to  be 
interpreted  rigorously,  the  Father  is  not  properly  Creator  at  all, 
but  the  Son  only  ;  for  he  is  represented  as  doing  and  execvti/ng, 
the  Father  as  issuing  out  orders  only.  But  who  can  entertain  so 
absurd  a  thought,  as  that  the  Father  did  not  work  in  the  crea^ 
tion  as  much  as  the  Son  ?  Again,  the  Father  is  represented  as 
standing  in  need^  of  the  assistance  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost. 
How  will  this  suit  with  that  supreme  dignity,  that  aione  self- 

»  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  381.  ret  manus.    Iren,  p.  253. 

^  *Qs  PoTfBtiat  XPVC^^  ^  ^^^^  ^P^'  ^^  necessaria  est  Deo  materia  ad 

trKtrcu  Xrycn^  Hoitjo'tofuv  SpOpairov  kot  opera  mundi,  ut  Hermogenes  existi- 

€U6pa  Koi  Koff  6fjLoiwnv.  ovk  3XXa  dc  mavit ;  habuit  Deus  materiam  longe 

rtw  tiprjKt  noiTja'wfuv,  aXX*  fj  rf  iavTov    digniorem Sophiam  suam  scilicet 

X($y^,  Kai  Tfj  favrov  trtxjyiq.     Theoph,    ^materiam    materiarum— ^ — quali 

Anttoch,  p.  114.  Deus  potuit  egidsse,  sui  magis  quam 

Nee  emm  indigebat  horum  Deus  ad  alieni  egens.     TertiUl,  oontr,  Hermog, 

faciendum  quae  ipse  apud  se  prsdefi-  cap.  18. 
nierat  fieri,  quasi  ipse  suas  non  habe- 
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sufficiency,  which  you  are  contending  for  ?  If  you  interpret  this 
rigorously,  it  must  be  as  great  a  lessening  to  the  Father  as  you 
pretend  the  executing  of  another'*s  orders  is  to  the  Son.  It  is 
plain  therefore,  that  these  sayings  9f  the  ancients  were  intended 
only  to  preserve  a  more  lively  sense  of  the  {MstineHon  of  Persons ; 
while  they  considered  them  altogether  as  equally  concerned  in 
the  creation,  and  equally  working  in  it.  You  object  that  no 
ancient  writer  ever  said  that  the  three  Persons  "  created  in  con- 
"  cert,'^  p.  299.  But  what  did  the  cmcierUs^  mean  then,  by 
understanding  the  text  of  Genesis,  "  Let  us  make  man,''  of  all 
the  three  Persons  ?  And  what  did  they  mean  by  giving  the  Son 
the  title  of  anifiPovXos^,  Counsellor  to  the  Father,  in  that  work  ? 
How  much  does  this  come  short  of  what  I  said  ?  Nor  can  you 
make  any  thing  more  of  avOevrla^  (a  word  which  rarely  occurs,) 
or  of  auctoritas^y  (which  is  used  oftener,)  than  the  preeminence 
of  the  Father  as  Father^  his  priority  of  order.  When  you  wrote 
before,  you  were  confident  that  the  Son  was  not  styled  iroirjni^ 
T(av  5\<av  :  and  this  you  noted,  to  confirm  your  fiction,  that  the 
Father  only  was  evident  cause,  the  Son  instrumental.  You  have 
been  since  convinced  of  your  error  by  plain  testimonies  given  you 
in  great  numbers  f.  But  still  you  go  on  in  your  pretence  about 
efficient  and  instrumental^  notwithstanding  TroirjTriSj  which  you 
had  before  allowed  to  be  expressive  of  the  efficient  cause.  Now 
the  defect  is,  that  the  Son  is  not  6  Troirjrris :  and  neither  is  that 
true,  for  I  cited  Eusebius  for  6  iroiriTfis  applied  to  God  the  Son. 
I  have  spoke  of  6ta  before,  and  so  here  pass  it  over.  You  are 
persuading  me  that  even  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  whom  I  quoted  in 
my  Defence,  (vol.  i.  p.  38 1 .)  is  expressly  against  me.  Ridiculous 
to  any  that  know  Cyril :  you  can  mean  this  only  for  such  as  do 
not  read.  If  there  is  any  thing  to  be  suspected  of  Cyril,  it  is 
rather  his  excluding  the  Father  firom  being  Creator^  than  the 
Son  from  being  efficient.  But  the  late  learned  Benedictine 
editor  has  sufficiently  cleared  up  CyriPs  orthodoxy  on  that 
head^.  I  charged**  you  with  opposing  efficient  to  ministerwff 
cause ;  either  very  unskilfully  or  very  unfairly.     Now  you  would 

c  Barn.   Ep.  cap.  5,  6.      Herm.  Theoph.  Antioch.  p.  129.    Hippolyt, 

Past.  Sim.  5.    Justin.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  vol.  ii.  p.  13. 

185.    Ireneeus,  p.  220,  295.  Theoph.        «  Insinuatur  nobis  in  Patre  aucttH 

Antioch.  114.  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  ritas,  in  Filio  nativitas,  in    Spirita 

63,  257.  Synod.  Antioch,  Labb^,tom.  Sancto  Patris  Filiique  commmUtaSf  in 

i.    p.  845. — See  Dr.  Knight's    first  tribus  aquaUtas.    August,  Serm.  11. 
Sermon.  '  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  384,  385. 

^  Iren.  p.  292.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  769,        t  Dissert,  iii.  p.  139,  &c. 
832.  TertuUian.  contr.  Hermog.  p.  18.        ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  381. 
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seem  to  come  off  by  making  the  Father  efficient,  by  way  of 
eminence.  Why  then  did  you  not  allow  both  to  be  efficient,  and 
leave  the  emi^nence  only  to  the  Father,  that  the  readers  might 
understand  you,  and  that  I  might  save  myself  the  trouble  of 
disputing  that  point?  Let  but  both  be  equally  efficient,  and  as  to 
the  eminence  of  orcler  in  the  efficiency^  (which  is  all  you  can  make 
of  it,)  I  readily  assent  to  it. 

You  tell  me  of  Origen's  making  the  Father  irfmros  brifiLovpybs, 
the  first  and  principal  Creator :  as  if  Origen  admitted  two 
Creaiors.  But  if  you  mean  not  to  deceive  your  readers^  you 
should  tell  them,  that  Origen  never  uses  the  phrase  of  Trpwros 
bqiuovpyosy  but  where  he  is  retorting  upon  his  adversary  Pagan 
testimonies  in  the  Pagan  style  i ;  as  was  proper  to  do.  But 
when  Origen  speaks  in  the  Christian  style,  and  is  delivering  his 
own  sense;  it  is  then  irpOros  hrjiuavpyis,  primarily  Creator^ ^ 
You  have  something  more  to  urge  from  Origen,  that  the  Son 
was  airrovpyh^,  immedAaie  worker  in  the  creation.  Well  then, 
I  hope  the  Son  was  effi^cient ;  and,  by  your  representation,  more 
properly  so  than  the  Father,  who  only  gave  out  commands.  Are 
you  sensible  of  what  you  are  doing !  Or  have  you  a  mind,  at 
length,  through  your  great  zeal  in  attributing  to  the  Father  the 
commanding  part  only,  to  make  him  properly  no  Creator  at  all? 
If  you  strain  the  expressions  of  the  ancients  to  the  utmost  rigour^ 
that  must  be  the  consequence.  Be  content  therefore  to  allow 
a  proper  latitude  of  construction,  and  a  significant  mystei^  in 
these  things.  But  I  have  obviated  all  you  have  said  upon  this 
topic,  about  the  Father's  commanding^  elsewhere^  You  quote 
Eusebius  again,  his  Demomtratio  Evangelica^  which  is  of  no  con- 
sideration with  me  at  all.  What  if  he  styles  the  Son  Spyavop,  does 
he  not  style  him  hjfiiovpyrjfia  too^  in  the  same  piece^  though  he  con- 
tradicted it  again  afterwards  i  Why  must  Eusebius  be  thought  to 
speak  the  sense  of  the  ancients^  especially  in  things  where  he 
manifestly  ran  counter  to  the  ancient  doctrine  i  You  may  see 
this  very  notion  of  the  Son's  being  Spyavov  condemned  by  the 
famous  Synod  of  Antioch*"  long  before  Eusebius  wrote.  I  value 
Eusebius  in  many  things ;  but  not  where  he  attempted  to  de- 
prave and  corrupt  the  doctrine  of  his  Catholic  predecessors; 

^  Oriffen.  contr.  Gels.  p.  308.  opydvov,  ov^«  m  St    tmarrifirfs  aw- 

^  Ibid.  p.  317.  iroaraTov'  ycio^cravror  /xcv  tov  irarphs 

^  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  63.  rhv  vlhv  l»s  C^trav  cycpycioi/,  xal  iw 

™  OvT«)    dc    a>£   akf)BSis   6vtos   Koi  7r6aTaTOV,    ivtpyovvra    ra    ndvra    iu 

ip€pyovpTos,  i>s  A6yov  ifui  koX  Qtov,  di  iraaw, 

oS  6  Harffp  n6rra  TrtnoUjK€,  ovx  o»t  di* 
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perhaps  to  gratify  some  novelists,  befOTe  he  had  well  ooneddered 
what  he  was  doing.     However,  if  any  one  has  a  mind  to  aee 
what  mild  construction  may  be  put  upon  that  expression  oF 
Eusebius,  he  may  consult  Bishop  Bull  and  Dr.  Cave".     For  nay- 
own  part,  I  think  the  best  defence  to  be  made  for  him  is,  that  he 
seems  to  have  grown  wiser  afterwards.     You  charge  Basil  with 
weakness  for  making  Aetius  the  inventor^  of  the  distinciicMi 
between  vnb  and  hid.     But  where  was  BasiTs  mistake !  You  say, 
Origen,  Eusebius,  and  Philo  insist  upon  it.    But  Philo'^s  is  only 
general^  without  application  to  this  case :  and  Orig^i's  imd  Eu- 
sebius's  amount  to  no  more  than  a  preemmenee  of  the  FoAer 
as  such.     They  do  not  carry  it  to  a  differenee  of  natwr^j  as 
Aetius  didP;  and  you  also  do:  you  do  it  indeed  xxnAet  other 
terms,  but  as  plainly,  while  you  deny  the  necessary  existence  of 
the  Son.     You  will  find  none  higher  than  Aetius,  or  Eusebius 
of  Nicomedia,  to  countenance  you  in  it.     There  is  nothing  more 
that  is  material  under  this  Query. 

You  have  not  been  able  to  take  off  the  force  of  what  is  urged 
from  Scripture  and  antiquity  for  the  Son'*s  creative  powers :  and 
that  creative  powers  are  divine  powers,  in  quite  another  sense 
than  the  Doctor  and  you  use  the  phrase,  in  the  equivocating 
way,  will  be  seen  as  we  pass  on. 

QUEBY  XII. 

Whether  the  Creator  of  all  things  was  not  himself  uncreated ;  and 
therefore  could  not  be  cf  om  6vt«»v,  made  out  of  nothing  ? 
AS  to  your  complaint  of  my  wording  this  Query,  and  my 
styling  Christ  the  Creator  of  all  things ;  I  refer  to  my  Sermons^, 
where  I  have  proved  the  thing,  and  to  my  Defence  ^  where  I 
have  shewn  that  it  is  the  language  of  all  antiqwity  to  style  him 
Creator^  and  not  barely  in  your  deceitful  way,  him,  "  by  whom 
'^  God  created  all  things,^  while  you  inform  us  not  what  you 
mean  by  it.  You  say,  you  ''  affirm  not  (nay)  you  blame  those 
^^  that  presume  to  affirm)  that  the  Son  of  God  was  created,  or 
^^  that  he  was  €(  oix  ovnav^  out  of  nothing.^  With  what  sin- 
cerity you  say  this,  let  the  reader  judge  from  the  nine  aarguments 
I  produced  in  my  Supplement,  to  shew  that  you  make  the  Son 

»  Bull.  D.F.  p.  256.    Cav.  Diss.  ao-c/SoO^  T<5pw,  dv6iiOiO¥  Xeyorros  t6 

iii.  p.  66,  i$  oi,  Tot  di  oS,  T6y  S$€OP  Ewrtfiwif 

"  Basil,  de  Sjp.  Sancto,  p.  145,  &c.  dt^Xryfe  Ka\  'Aeriov.     Synod,   Vetui 

P  The  SyDodicon  Vetus  agrees  with  ap.  Fabric,  B,  Or.  vol.  zi.  p.  an. 

Basil's  account  of  Aetius.  4  Vol.  ii.  Serm.  2  and  3. 

*0  yap  fuucapirrji  EvardBios  'Avrt-  ^  Vol.  i.  p.  383,  See, 
ox^uis,  €K  Tov  nap*  avrov  itcrtBiwros 
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a  er^atwre^.  How  you  may  equivocate^  I  know  not :  bnt  I  am 
sure  you  dare  not  tell  us  distinctly  what  you  mean  by  saying, 
you  blame  those  that  affirm  that  the  Son  is  ^^  out  of  nothing :" 
it  is  either  a  mean  quibble,  or  something  worse  that  you  are 
ashamed  to  own.  You  are  pleased  to  give  up  some  criticisms 
of  Dr.  Clarke's  in  relation  to  a  passage  of  Or^n  which  I  had 
took  notice  of  in  my  Defence^;  so  that  we  have  done  with. 
Still  you  talk  of  '^  ten  thousaad  passages'^  in  Origen,  as  opposite 
to  my  sentiments.  When  you  were  in  the  way  of  nmumcing^ 
(whidi  has  no  certain  rule,)  you  did  well  to  take  a  laarge  number. 
I  challenge  you  to  produce  a  tmgle  passage  from  any  piece  of 
his,  that  is  to  be  depended  on,  which  either  directly  or  indirectly 
makes  the  Son  a  creature.  That,  you  know,  was  the  point  here 
in  question. 

The  remainder  of  this  Query  is  filled  with  all  the  worthless 
trifles  you  could  rake  up  from  Sandius,  or  others,  to  represent 
the  ancients  as  making  the  Son  a  creature.  At  the  same  time, 
because  you  know  they  have  been  answered,  and  that  you  cannot 
stand  by  them,  (yet  having  a  strong  propensity  to  make  use  of 
them,  for  the  deception  of  ignorant  readers,)  you  produce  them 
with  this  faint  and  disingenuous  censure  upon  them.  ''  I  think. 
^'  that  the  writers  I  have  here  cited  were  mistaken  in  their 
'^  judging  about  consequences,  when  they  thus  diarged  with 
^^  Arianism  the  most  learned  and  most  eminent  men  the  Chris- 
"  tian  Church  ever  had.*"  Permit  me  here,  for  a  while,  to  choose 
myself  a  new  adversary  ;  one  that  honestly  professes  his  belief  of 
the  Son^s  being  a  creature^  and  has  produced  those  very  passages, 
most  of  them,  as  favouring  those  sentiments ;  which  he  is  not 
afraid  nor  ashamed  (while  maintaining,  as  he  believes,  the 
honour  of  the  ffreat  God)  to  call  his  oum.  After  long  and  deliberate 
considering  the  question  of  theSotfs  being  a  creatureornocreature^ 
the  argument  he  mainly  depends  on",  with  respect  to  the  senti- 
ments of  the  ancientSy  is  this :  the  universal  application  of  the 
words  in  Prov.  viii.  22.  "  The  Lord  created  me  the  beginning 
^^  of  his  ways,  kc^  by  the  ancient  Christians,  to  the  creation,  of 
Christ  by  God  the  FaUier.  And  indeed,  hardly  any  thing  can 
be  brought  out  of  the  ancients,  at  all  looking  like  it,  but  what  is 
either  the  implication  of,  or  allusion  to  this  text.  The  argument 
then  is  this :  the  text  in  the  Proverbs  has  lKTi<re,  according  to 
the  Seventy :  the  Fathers,  knowing  little  or  no  Hebrew,  followed 

■  Vol.  ii.  p.  324,  &c.  «  See  Mr.  Whiston's  Reply  to  Lord 

*  VoL  i.  p.  389,  Sec,  Nottmgham,  p.  28. 
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that  rendering:  (icna-c  signifies  created:  therefore  the  Fathers, 
in  genera],  believed  and  taught  that  the  Son  is  a  creature.  The 
argument  would  be  irrefragable,  if  the  word  licrwre,  as  it  might 
signify  what  is  pretended,  could  be  shewn  to  have  been  so  un- 
derstood by  the  Fathers.  But  if  created  may  signify  appointed^ 
or  constitytedy  (as  in  good  Latin  authors,  consuls,  captains^  magis- 
trates^ are  said  to  be  created^  and  we  sometimes  use  the  word 
in  English,  of  creating  a  peer,  or  creating  any  officer,)  and  it  may 
be  certainly  shewn  that  some  Fathers  so  understood  it,  and  no 
proof  can  be  given  that  any  of  them  understood  it  otherwise ; 
then  there  will  appear  such  a  flaw  in  the  argument,  as  the  wit  of 
man  will  not  be  able  to  make  up.  We  have  it  upon  record,  that 
this  very  point  came  to  be  considered  about  the  middle  of  the 
third  century,  by  Dionysius  of  Rome*,  (with  his  clergy;)  who 
fearing,  upon  the  rise  of  SabeUianism^  lest  some  should  run  into 
the  opposite  extreme  of  making  the  Son  a  creature^  first  condemns 
all  such  doctrine,  as  highest  blasphemy,  and  next  answers  what 
had  been  urged  by  some  from  this  t^xt,  expressing  himself  as 
follows :  "  And  what  need  I  say  more  of  these  things  to  you, 
"  men  fiill  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  well  knowing  what  absurdities 
"  follow  upon  the  supposition  of  the  Sotfs  being  a  creature  ?  To 
'^  which  the  leaders  in  that  opinion  seem  to  me  not  to  have  well 
"  attended,  and  so  they  have  very  much  erred  from  the  truth ; 
"  interpreting  that  place,  *  The  Lord  created  me  the  begin- 
"  ning  of  his  ways,'  not  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  divine 
"  and  sacred  writ.  For,  as  you  know,  licrto-c  is  a  word  of  more 
^'  senses  than  one,  licrtae,  created^  here  stands  for  MaTTja-ey 
"  appointed,  over  the  works  (God)  had  made  by  the  Son  him- 
"  self.  The  word  licncre  is  not  here  to  be  understood  to  be  the 
"  same  as  iitoCria'c :  for  iroirja-ai  and  KvCaai  are  very  diflerent." 
Here  we  find  how  that  text  was  understood  by  the  most  con- 
siderable men  of  the  Church  about  the  year  259. 

And  let  it  not  here  be  objected,  that  the  piece  is  of  doubtful 
credit,  because  extant  only  in  Athanasius:  for  nobody  that 
knows  any  thing  of  Athanasius,  and  is  not  strangely  bigotted  to 
an  hypothesis^  can  suspect  any  foul  play  in  this  matter.  It  is  the 
less  to  be  suspected  here,  because,  as  I  shall  shew  presently, 
Athanasius  did  not  entirely  approve  of  this  construction  of 
Dionysius,  and  would  certainly  never  have  forged  an  interpre- 
tation different  from  his  otcn.    Besides,  it  is  observable  that 

^  Apud  Athanas.  p.  232. 
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EusebiuSy  in  his  famous  piece  against  Marcellus,  interprets  that 
text  in  the  very  same  manner  as  Dionysius  had  done,  defending 
it  at  large y  by  several  parallel  places  of  Scripture.  He  interprets 
lKTia-€  by  Karha^cv  and  KaTia-njaevy  appointed,  or  constituted.  So 
that  we  have  very  great  reason  to  believe  that  this  was  the 
prevailing  and  current  construction  of  Prov.  viii.  22.  in  the  Ante- 
Nicene  church.  What  confirms  it  is,  that  they  all  understood 
ip\riv  in  the  active  sense,  for  Head  or  Principle^  just  as  Dionysius 
and  Eusebius  do  :  and  so  the  sense  is,  that  the  Farther  appointed 
the  Son  Head  over  all  his  works. 

That  this  was  the  sense  of  4px^  all  along,  may  be  proved  ^ 
from  Justin,  Theophilus,  Tatian,  Clemens,  Origen,  and  Metho- 
dius, to  name  no  more :  which  consideration  is  alone  sufficient 
in  the  case,  when  there  is  no  positive  proof  on  the  other  side. 
Only  I  must  add  further,  that  clear  and  strong  passages  may  be 
brought,  from  the  Fathers  in  general,  to  prove  that  they  believed 
the  Son  to  be  uncreated.  Seeing  then  that  this  text  may  bear 
such  a  sense  as  has  been  mentioned  ;  seeing  it  was  certainly  so 
interpreted  by  some^  and  no  reason  appears  for  Mr.  Whiston'^s 
interpretation  at  all ;  but  the  sense  of  apx^i,  as  understood  by 
the  ancients,  is  entirely  against  him,  as  also  many  clear  testi- 
monies of  the  Son'^s  being  uncreated :  these  considerations  put 
together  are  enough  to  shew  that  there  is  no  force  in  the  argu- 
ment drawn  from  the  Fathers  following  the  LXX,  and  reading 
iKTia€  in  that  text. 

But  I  further  promised  to  give  some  account  of  Athanasius, 
in  relation  to  this  text ;  because  Mr.  Whiston*  has  been  pleased 
to  say  some  very  hard,  and  indeed  unjust  things  of  him,  in 
relation  hereto.  Athanasius  could  not  be  at  a  loss  to  know  the 
meaning  of  licrto-c,  which  had  been  so  well  explained  both  by 
Dionysius  and  Eusebius.  He  therefore  closed  in  with  the 
common  interpretation^  as  signifying  appointed,  or  constituted^. 
But  then  he  understood  the  appointing  io  be  to  the  workof  r^cfowip- 
tion  only,  not  the  work  of  creation :  at  least  he  makes  no  mention 
of  the  latter.  He  seems  to  have  been  apprehensive  that  the 
notion  of  appointing  to  the  work  of  creation  might  sound  too 
low :  and  indeed  many  of  the  Arians  scrupled  not  to  say  as 
much,  at  least,  in  words.  Athanasius  thought  the  way  of 
speaking  not  so  proper,  his  notion  being  that  the  Father  could 

7  Euseb.  conlr.  Marcell.  p.  150,  *  Reply  to  Lord  Nottingham,  p. 
151-  29. 

*  See  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  210.  *>  Athanas.  Orat.  ii.  p.  513. 
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no  more  create  without  the  Son^,  than  exist  witiiout  him,  both 
being  alike  necessary;  and  therefore  appointing  was  not  so 
proper  a  word  for  it.  This  principle  he  lays  down  in  the  very 
same  Oration,  where  he  at  large  oonmients  upon  Prov.  viii.  22. 
Nevertheless  it  may  be  said,  that  this  great  man  might  perhaps 
be  too  scrupulous  in  this  matter.  Cyril  <^  of  Jerusalem  (whose 
orthodoxy  is  unquestionable)  scruples  not  to  assign  a  reason 
why  the  Son  was  appointed  to  create  :  and  it  has  been  usual 
with  all  the  Christian  writers  to  represent  all  offices  as  descending 
from  the  Father  to  the  Son.  Athanasius  himself  aJIows  that 
God  the  Son  wrought  in  the  creation,  upon  the  Father'^s  issuing 
out  his  Jiat^  or  command  for  it :  as  also  do  several  other  Post- 
Nicene  writers®  This  in  reality  comes  to  the  same  thing  with 
what  others  intended  by  appointing,  or  consH^Uing  to  the  work 
of  creation. 

But  here  indeed  Athanasius  guards  against  the  notion  of  the 
Son's  being  wrovpyoy,  an  wnderworker^  in  the  low  Arian  sense : 
for  otherwise  he  admits  that  the  Father  wrought  by  and  in  the 
Son.  And  I  doubt  not  but  it  was  his  apprehension  of  the  Arians 
misconstruing  the  appointing^  which  made  him  so  scrupulous  in 
relation  to  Prov.  viii.  The  expression  however,  when  it  is  not 
abused,  is  very  innocent ;  and  some  zealous  Athanasians  ^  were 
not  afraid  to  understand  Prov.  viii.  22.  of  God  the  Son's  being 
appointed  and  constituted  Creator,  and  Head  over  all  the  works 
of  God.  Faustinus,  that  severe  and  rigid  Homoousian,  of  the 
Eustathian  party,  and  Luciferian  sect,  understands  that  text  of 
Christ,  as  being  appointed  by  the  Father,  the  Head  and  Conr- 
dv,ctor  of  all  his  works,  as  well  of  creation  as  redemptions.     Let 

^  OhK  rjbifvaro  fijj  di  airrov  y€V€(r3cu,  but  vlov,  oijT€  6  vl6s  fioqBtlas  XPjUC^'^* 

rh  drjfiiovpyrifiaTa.  Ka0arr€p  yap  t6  <f)a9  rrtfrt  dut.  rov  irveufiaTOs,  oXX*  wa  €k  t&p 

T^  airavyaa-fuvn  rh  iravra  qxariCet  koX  yiyvofitvfop  bfiX^  irarp6s,  #col  vlov,  luu 

Sitv  rov  afravydtrfJujTot  oifK  S»  ri  <^)oo-  ayiov  'nv€VfMaTos  fj  rovrdn/ff.    Dial.  iv. 

TiirBeii]'  ovT(o  Koi  6  Tror^p  as  dih  x^f'p^^f  oa^'  Macedon,  p.  367. 

iv  Tw  \6y<u  €lpyda'aTO  rii  iravra,  Ka\  ®  Athanas.  p.  210,  499.   HilariQSy 

YC0plV  avrov  ovbiv  woui.  Athan.  Orat.  p.  325,  837,  840.   BajsiL  de  Sp.  S.  c. 

li.  p.  498,  49p.  16.  Greg.  Nyss.  torn.  i.  p.  993.  torn. 

<f  Cyril.  Hieros.  Catech.  xi.  p.  160.  ii.p.  454. 

narpbf  Pov\rf0€VTO8  rii  trapra  Kara-  '  Hoc  initium  habeat  Sapientia  Dei, 

a'K€vdtrBai,r^rovirarp6sirv€Vfiari6vi6s  quod  de  Deo  processit  ad  creanda 

ra  iravra  iorjfiiovpyrjo'ev,  iva  rrjpj  r^  omnia  tam  cselestia  auam  terrestna, 

irarpl  rriv  abOevriKfiv  i^ovtriav,  Ka\  6  non  quo  coeperit  esse  m  Deo.    Creata 

vi6s  dc  TToXty  Hxn  fiovo'iav  r&v  idiW  est  ergo  Sapientia,  imo  genita;  non 

brjfjuovpyrfimrmv,  &c.  sibi  quae  semper  erat,  sed  his  quae  ab 

Theodorit's  account  of  this  matter  ea  fieri  oporteoat.  Hilar,  Diaeon,  apud 

appears  to  be  as  just  and  accurate  as  Ambros,  p.  349. 

any.  ^  Quod  creata  est  Sapientia*    ad 

OCrtdirarf^p  fioijOtlas  Mfjbtpos  miCci  mysterium  vel  rerum  creandarum,  vel 
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this  suffice  to  have  shewn  the  sense  of  antiquity  upon  that 
text. 

Now  I  return  to  you,  who  are  entertaining  your  reader  with 
a  collection  of  scandal,  and  which  you  know  to  be  such,  for  the 
greatest  part  of  it.  The  scandal  is  produced  at  length ;  and 
what  should  have  been,  and  has  been  pleaded  to  remove  and 
confute  it,  is  disingenuously  kept  out  of  sight :  only  it  is  said  by 
you,  '^  sufficient  apologies  have  been  made*^  for  this  or  that 
Father,  to  shew  that  he  was  not  indeed  of  Arius's  notions.  But 
what  then  i  You  pretend  that  your  notions  were  not  Arius's : 
so  you  would  still  have  your  reader  apprehend  that  those  Fathers 
might  have  be^i  in  your  notions ;  whereas  Bp.  Bull,  in  his  con- 
futation of  those  scandals,  (most  of  them  misreporiSy  and  some  of 
them  malicious  tales  and  Ues^)  has  effectually  prevented  their 
being  really  serviceable  either  to  Arius^s  cause  or  yours ;  which  in 
reality  (however  you  disguise  the  matter)  are  the  very  same. 
The  conclusion  you  draw  from  this  heap  of  stuff  is  pretty  remark- 
able :  ^*  It  evidently  shews,  that  those  ancient  Fathers  had  not 
'^  entertained  such  a  confused  notion  as  you  are  labouring  to 
"  introduce  of  the  Creator  of  all  things  :^  whereas  it  is  evident, 
to  a  demonstration^  that  my  can/iised  notion  (as  you  unrighteously 
call  it)  was  the  very  notion  which  all  those  Fathers  had :  or,  if 
you  think  otherwise,  why  did  you  not  distinctly  shew  where  they 
contradict  it,  instead  of  producing  a  deal  of  idle  tales,  which 
(though  you  would  have  your  reader  lay  some  stress  on)  you 
yourself  dare  not  undertake  to  defend  i 

Where  is  the  consequence  to  be  drawn  from  such  premises? 
As  let  us  see.  The  Apostolical  Constitutions,  which  are  spurious 
and  interpolated  by  some  Arian,  have  said  something;  there- 
fore &c.  Melito  is  said  to  have  wrote  irtpl  icrfo-ews  Xpurrov, 
which  learned  men  doubt  of;  and  neither  Buffinus  nor  Jerome 
would  allow;  therefore  &c.  Clemens  has  been  charged  with 
some  things  of  which  he  was  very  innocent;  therefore  &c. 
Dionysins  had  enemies  that  told  lies  of  him,  abused  him,  and 
misrepresented  his  words  ;  and  some  honest  men  were  deceived 
thereby ;  therefore  &c.  Gregory  likewise  met  with  some  that 
perverted  his  words,  (as  many  have  perverted  our  Articles  or 
Liturgy ;)  therefore  &c.     In  short,  several  other  very  orthodox 

fttMnofi«<2t8pefifa/tonwintell]ge:  quam  Sapientia  ciim  areata  dicitur,  non 

cum  Dei  Sapientia  digpanter  adsmnit,  substantia  ejus  quasi  quae  non  erat, 

creata  dicitur.   Faustin.  contr.  Arian.  fecta  est :  sed  ipsa  existens  creata  est 

c.  vi.  p.  153.  initiumviarum  %n  opera  ejus.   Ibid. 
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men  have  been  either  falsely  charged,  or  wrongfully  suspected  : 
therefore  undoubtedly  Dr.  Waterland  is  mistaken  in  supposing 
them  to  have  been  orthodox.  I  refer  the  reader  to  Bp.  Bull,  who 
has  abundantly  answered  what  relates  to  these  trifling  accusa- 
tions. Only,  because  you  seem  to  insult  and  triumph  the  most 
in  respect  of  Origen,  I  shall  be  at  the  trouble  of  giving  the 
reader  some  account  of  that  great  man  and  his  writings,  and 
their  hard  fate  in  the  world. 

Origen  was  one  that  wrote  much,  and  sometimes  in  haste : 
and  it  might  be  no  great  wonder  if  some  uncautious  things 
might  sometimes  drop  from  him ;  or  if  his  writings,  passing 
through  ignorant  or  malicious  hands,  might  be  otherwise  repre- 
sented than  he  intended  or  wrote.  He  complained  of  such  mis- 
representations in  his  life-time ;  and  made  an  apology  for  things 
of  that  kind  in  a  letter  to  Pope  Fabian,  about  the  year  248. 
The  doctrine  of  a  coetemal  and  consubstantial  Trinity  could  be 
no  new  thing  at  that  time.  It  appears  by  the  famous  case  of 
Dionysius,  but  about  ten  years  after,  that  it  was  the  settled  faith 
of  the  Church  ;  and  that  the  generality,  at  least,  were  extremely 
jealous  of  the  appearance  of  any  thing  that  seemed  to  break  in 
upon  it.  Origen*s  works  however  were  still  in  great  esteem  ; 
and  it  does  not  appear  that,  for  many  years  after  his  death,  they 
were  ever  charged  with  heterodoxy  in  that  article.  Gregory 
Thaumaturgus,  and  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  whose  orthodoxy 
in  that  doctrine  has  been  abundantly  vindicated  by  Bp.  Bull, 
were  great  admirers  of  the  man,  and  of  his  writings.  Methodius, 
about  the  year  290,  (a  man  of  orthodox  principles,)  began  to 
impugn  some  of  Origen'*s  doctrines:  but  laid  nothing  to  his 
charge  in  relation  to  the  Trinity,  About  the  year  308,  he  first 
began  to  have  articles  drawn  up  against  him ;  and  among  the 
several  charges  there  were  some  upon  that  head.  Famphilus 
and  Eusebius  then  undertook  to  apologize  for  him;  not  by 
justifying  any  thing  that  seemed  to  lessen  the  divinity  of  the 
Son  or  Holy  Ghost,  but  by  shewing  from  Origetfs  own  writings, 
that  his  doctrine  was  on  the  side  of  Christ's  divinity,  and  against 
the  Holy  Ghost's  being  a  crmture.  This  appears  from  the 
remains  we  have  of  that  Apology^  according  to  Buffin^^s  trans- 
lation ;  who  professes  solemnly  that  he  did  not  add  a  syllable, 
but  made  a  just  and  literal  translation.  So  that  though  Buffings 
other  versions,  where  he  professes  to  have  taken  a  liberty,  are 
the  less  to  be  depended  on,  this  is  of  another  kind,  and  may 
more  securely  be  confided  in  :  from  whence  I  would  take  notice 
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by  the  way,  that  even  Eusebius  at  this  time,  before  the  rise  of 
the  Arian  controversy,  appears  to  have  been  very  orthodox.  I 
know  there  is  an  objection  to  be  made  out  of  Jerome :  which  the 
reader  may  see  answered  in  Bp.  Bull**. 

After  Pamphilus,  we  find  mention  made  of  another  apologist^ y 
a  very  orthodox  man  himself,  in  respect  of  the  Trinity,  even  in 
the  judgment  of  Photius ;  who  was  used  to  judge  too  severely 
sometimes  of  the  ancients,  comparing  their  expressions  too 
rigidly  with  those  in  use  in  his  own  times.  That  apofo^  acquits 
Origen  as  to  any  erroneous.doctrine  in  the  article  of  the  Trinity: 
only  he  allows  that  Origen's  zeal  against  8abelltani»m  might 
sometimes  draw  him  into  expressions  that  seemed  to  go  too  far 
the  other  way.  Let  us  now  come  down  to  the  Arian  times. 
About  the  year  330,  or  later,  the  Arians  endeavour  to  gain  some 
countenance  from  Origen'*s  writings:  and  some  of  the  more 
zealous  Catholics  of  the  Eustathian  party,  who  were  for  pro- 
fessing one  hypostasis^  had  no  opinion  of  Origen.  The  reason,  I 
presume,  was,  because  Origen  every  where  insists  upon  the 
distincHon  of  persons  very  much,  and  seemed  not  very  reconcilable 
to  the  Eustathian  way  of  professing  one  hypostoMS.  Origen 
therefore  was  much  out  of  favour  with  that  more  rigid  part  of 
the  GathoUcs;  who  differed  from  the  rest  in  expression  rather 
than  real  meaning,  as  appeared  fully  afterwards^.  Athanasius 
all  the  while  stood  up  for  Origen,  and  vindicated  his  own  doctrine 
from  Origen^s  writings  ^  Gregory  Nazianzen  and  Basil  were  both 
of  them  friends  of  Origen ;  defending  his  orthodoxy  against  the 
Arians"*.  This  was  about  the  year  360.  And  though  Basil 
thought  Origen'^s  notion  of  the  Holy  Ghost  not  to  have  been 
dUogether  somid,  yet  he  objects  nothing  against  him  in  respect  of 
God  the  Son :  and  as  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  he  yet  quotes  passages 
from  him  where  Origen  spoke  conformably  to  the  doctrine  and 
tradition  of  the  Church  *»  And  possibly  the  other  suspected 
passages  might  not  be  Origen's  own. 

Titus  of  Bostra,  another  orthodox  man  of  that  time,  was  an 
advocate  of  Origen. 

About  370,  flourished  Didymus,  who  is  known  to  have  been 
very  zealous  for  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  and 
zealous  also  for  Origen ;  looking  upon  those  as  weak  men,  and 

^  Bull.  Def.  F.  p.  135.  1  Athanas.  de  Decret.  Syn.  N.  p. 

*  Photius,  Cod.  cxvii.  p.  293.  232. 

^  Vid.AthanasiumadAntiochenos,  "  Vid.  Socrat.  Ecd.  H.  lib.  iv.  c. 

P*  773*   Gregor.  Nazianz.  Orat.  xzii.  26.  p.  246. 

p.  390.  Or.  icxxii.  p.  521.  <>  Basil.deSp.  Sanct.c.  xzix.p.319. 
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of  small  sagacity,  that  suspected  Origen  on  that  head^. 
Hitherto  we  have  found  no  considerable  men  that  condemned 
Origen  as  heterodox  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  The  Catholics 
of  greatest  name  and  reputation  asserted  the  contrary. 

Let  us  come  a  little  lower^  to  the  year  380,  and  we  shiJl  now 
perceive  a  storm  gathering ;  chiefly,  I  presume,  by  the  means 
and  the  interest  of  the  Eustathians,  who  had  disliked  Origen 
from  the  first.  Epiphanius,  about  this  time,  was  drawn  in  to  be 
a  party  in  the  quarrel  against  the  Origenists ;  and  laid  severe 
charges  against  Origen^  even  with  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity.  Buffinus,  at  the  same  time,  was  a  zealous  advocate  for 
Origen'*s  orthodoxy ;  himself,  as  is  well  known,  a  strict  Athana- 
sian.  Jerome  being  now  about  fifty  years  old,  was  also  a  great 
admirer  of  Origen.  Nay,  in  the  years  388  and  391,  whea  past 
sixty,  he  still  retained  the  same  kind  of  opinion  of  Origen  and 
his  writings :  as  appears  by  his  calling  him  the  '^  master  of  the 
"  churches,  second  to  none  but  the  Apostles  th^nselvesP.'"  He 
declares  that  those  who  had  in  Origen's  life-time  censured  him, 
did  it  not  for  any  novel  doctrine^  or  heresy ^  but  for  envy ;  because 
they  could  not  bear  the  reputation  he  had  raised^.  Now  could 
Jerome,  so  orthodox  a  man  himself,  and  who  had  translated 
Didymus  in  defence  of  the  divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost ;  could  he 
ever  have  thus  conunended  Origen,  had  he,  at  that  time, 
bdieved  him  heterodox  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  l  Im- 
possible. He  gives  no  better  a  name  than  that  of  barking  dogs 
to  those  that  then  charged  Origen  with  heresy :  though  at  the 
same  time  Arians,  or  Macedonians,  and  all  impugners  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ  or  the  Holy  Ohost^  were  heretics  in  Jerome^s 
account.  To  do  Jerome  justice,  he  stood  up  for  Origen  with 
resolution  and  courage  some  time ;  till  finding  the  stream  run 
strong,  he  thought  it  convenient  to  tack  about :  and  then  (as  is 
the  nature  of  new  converts  in  any  case)  he  grew  zealous  and 
vehement  on  the  opposite  side.  Then  he  set  himself,  meanly,  to 
run  down  the  man  whom  before  he  had  so  much,  commended. 
He  fell  to  criticising  his  works,  sometimes  manifestiy  perverting 
his  sense,  sometimes  representing  it  by  halves ;  always  putting 

o  Vid.  Hieronym.  torn.  iv.  p.  347,  non  propter  Atfretim,  ut  nunc  adyereus 

355>  4^*  ^^^™  raoidi   canes   insimulant ;    sed 

p  Ongenem,  ()uem  post  Apoetolos,  quiagloriameloquentiseejusetscientise 

ecdesiarum  magistrum  nemo  nisi  im-  ferre  non  poterant ;    et  illo  dicente 

SixituB  negabit.  Hieron.  Praf,  in  Norn,  omnes  muti  putabantur.  Hieron.  torn. 

ebra.  iv.  p.  67. 
4  Non  propter  dogmatumnom/o/em. 
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the  wont  constniciions  he  possibly  oouM  upon  his  writings :  as 
did  also  Epiphanios  and  Theophilus,  who  were  afterwards  joined 
with  Anastasius  Bishop  of  Borne,  and  many  other  Bishops  of 
the  west.  Still  Origen  was  not  entirely  destitute  of  some  good 
and  great  defenders ;  as  Gregory  Nyssen,  the  great  Ghrysostom, 
(bred  up  under  Meletius^  and  never  of  the  Eustathian  party,) 
Theotimus,  and  John  of  Jerusalem.  Severus  Sulpitius^  of  that 
time,  is  a  kind  of  neuter,  pas«ng  a  doubtful  and  moderate 
censure.  St.  Austin  ^  appears  doubtful ;  but,  taking  his  accounts 
from  Epiphanius,  or  other  adversaries,  leans  to  the  severer  side. 
Vincentius  Lirinensis'  inclines  to  think  that  the  plea  about 
Origetfs  writings  being  achiUerated^  might  be  very  just.  Socrates 
and  Sozomen,  of  the  fifth  century,  defend  Origen^s  orthodoxy, 
and  think  he  had  been  greatly  misrepresented.  Theodorit,  of 
the  same  age,  has  been  justly  looked  upon  as  a  favourer  of 
Origen;  because  he  reckons  not  the  Ongenists  in  his  list  of 
heretics  :  as  neither  did  Fhilastrius,  who  wrote  sixty  years  before 
him.  What  followed  in  the  sixth  century,  under  Justinian,  is 
lather  too  late  to  come  into  account. 

From  what  hath  been  said,  it  appears,  that  though  antiquity 
were  much  divided  in  their  sentiments  of  Origen's  orthodoxy,  in 
respect  of  the  Trinity ;  yet  the  most  early  and  the  most  valuable 
men  down  to  the  times  of  Jerome,  (and  for  a  long  while  Jerome 
himself)  had  acquitted  him  on  that  head.  Tfaas  account  is  a 
sufficient  answer  to  what  you  have  raked  together  in  pages  327, 
328,  329,  330.  And  I  must  observe,  that  were  it  really  fact 
that  Origen  had  taught  what  you  pretend  in  respect  to  the 
article  of  the  Trinity,  it  would  by  no  means  follow  that  he  was 
therein  a  true  interpreter  of  the  Chwrch^s  doctrine  in  that  instance, 
any  more  than  in  the  <fther  articles  laid  to  his  charge  by  his  ac- 
cusers :  many  of  which  are  known  to  have  been  directly  contrary 

r  Ongeniani mortuorum  resur-  Christo,  tantum  Filins  Patri.     Unde 

rectionem  negant,  Christum  autem  et  nee  orandus  est  Filius,  &c.  Augnstin. 

Spiritum  Saactam  creaturam  dicnnt  Hteres,  43. 

H9ecqnidemdeOrigene,Epipha-*       ^  Sed  dicat  aUqais,  corruptos  esse 

muBrefert.  Sed  defensores  gas  dicunt  Oripenis  Ubros.    I^^on  reskto,  quin 

Ongenem  Patrein  et  Filium  et  Spi-  potius  malo  ^  nam  id  a  quibusdam  et 

litam  Sanctam  %mius  efusdemque  sub-  traditam  et  scriptum  est  -,  non  Catho- 

etaniue  docuisse;  neque  resurrectio-  licis  tantum,   sed   etiam    Hsereticis. 

nem  repolisse  mortuorum.     Sed  qui  Vincent.  Lirin.  c.  xxiii. 

ejus  plura  legenmt,  contradicunt ^  See  Ru^^nus's    plea  about  the 

Dieit  pneterea  ipse  Oriffenes  quod  adulteration  of  Origen's  books,  hand- 

FiUus  Dei  Sanctis  nominibus  compa?  somely  defended  against  St.  Jerome, 

ratus  Veritas  sit,  Patri  coUatus  men-  by  the  learned  Huettus.   Origeniana, 

dadum ;  et  quantum  distant  Apostoli  p.  187, 188. 

VOL.  II.  T  t 
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to  the  standing  doctrines  of  the  Church,  as  well  before  as  after 
his  time.  Such  was  the  denial  of  the  resurrection  of  the  dectd^ 
imputed  to  him,  among  other  errors,  by  his  adversaries ;  as  St. 
Austin  observes :  who,  in  the  same  place,  mentions  some  other 
erroneous  and  uncatholic  tenets  of  Origen.  At  last,  the  question 
of  Origen's  faith  in  the  Trinity  may  be  certainly  determined  out 
of  his  treatise  against  Oelsus,  (still  remaining,  and  free  from  cor- 
ruption.) And  it  is  from  thence  chiefly,  that  Bishop  Bull  has 
demonstrated  that  Origen^'s  doctrine  on  that  head  was  sound  and 
just,  directly  opposite  to  the  principles  which  you  are  now 
espousing. 

I  may  take  notice  of  your  citing  (p.  335.)  a  second-hand  pas- 
sage of  Eusebius  ;  as  if  he  had  made  the  Son  created  in  the  vul- 
gar sense  of  created  in  this  question,  directly  contrary  to  what 
Eusebius  has  argued  at  large  in  his  piece  against  Marcellns. 
I  hope  you  did  it  i^norantly.  However,  to  prevent  the  like  for 
the  future,  I  shall  here  give  you  Eusebius^s  own  words.  Com- 
menting on  Prov.  viii.  22.  he  says  thus :  "  Though  he  says  are- 
'*  ated^  he  does  not  say  it,  as  if  he  came  from  non-existence  into 
'^  existence  ;  nor  as  if  he  also,  like  as  the  rest  of  the  creatures, 
"  were  from  non-entity ^  (as  some  have  erroneously  imagined ;) 
"  but  he  was  living  and  subsisting,  prior  and  preexisting  to  the 
*'  creation  of  the  universe  :  and  being  appointed  oi  the  Lord  his 
"  Father  to  bear  rule  over  the  universe ;  created  here  stands  for 
"  appointed^  or  constituted^ r"  He  goes  on  to  several  texts  of 
Scripture,  i  Pet.  ii.  13.  Amos  iv.  13.  Psalm  ci.  19.  to  shew 
that  /cTtVis,  or  /cTtiftd,  may  admit  that  sense  of  appointing^  or 
ordaining,  rather  than  creating.  And  upon  the  words  of  the 
Psalm,  "  Create  in  me  a  clean  heart,  O  God,*"  he  observes,  that 
this  is  not  said  as  if  the  Psalmist's  heart  was  then  to  begin 
to  exist,  but  what  was  before  should  be  cleaned.  You  will  please 
to  remember  how  highly  you  resented  my  quoting  Socrates  for 
Eusebius's  opinion,  seemingly  contradictory  to  Eusebius's  other 
tenets.  You  have  here  quoted  a  short  sentence  out  of  an  ind^a; 
of  a  book,  not  published  to  speak  for  itself ;  and  have  given  it  a 
construction  flatly  contrary  to  what  Eusebius  undoubtedly  taught 

**  Et  ic  Xeyoi  €Kt((tB(u  avT6v,  oi/v  o>s  tov  navros  k6<tiiov  avoTaa'fiat'  apx^ir 
€K  TOV  firj  6vTos  (Is  t6  clvai  nap€\0u>v,  de  tS>v  Skov  vno  Kvplov  rov  avrou 
rovT  Av  finoif  oW*  a>s  6fiol<os  rots  narpos  KaraTfToyfjJvos,  rod  €KTur€» 
XoiTTois  KTia-fJMa-i,  Koi  avT6s  €k  tov  firj     ivravBa   avri   rov  Kariraf^p,  1j  icot«- 

arrja-fv  flprffjJvov,  Euseb.  Eccl.  TheoL 

p.  150,  151. 


6vros  y€yoy^s,  1j  rives  ovk  opBm  v7r«- 
\ij<l>curtp,  oXX*  car  v^orcix  ficv  koH 
C&v,  npo^v  T€   Koi   TTpovndpx^y   rrjs 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.  XIII.  OF   SOME  QUERIES.  C43 

m  bis  piece  against  Marcellns ;  namely^  that  Prov.  viii.  22.  was 
not  to  be  understood  of  creating^  in  tbe  sense  you  pretend.  As 
to  wbat  you  cite  from  him  in  respect  of  the  Holy  Ghogt^  I  know 
not  whether  it  may  admit  of  a  candid*  construction.  He  was 
certainly  mistaken,  if  lie  took  that  doctrine,  such  as  you  undei*^ 
stand  it,  to  be  the  doctrine  of  the  Church.  But  it  is  out  of  my 
compass  to  treat  of  the  dimnity  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  To  con- 
clude ;  I  referred  y  you  to  Ignatius,  Athenagoras^  Trenseus^ 
Origen,  Dionysius  of  Rome,  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  Theogno- 
stus,  and  Methodius;  as  express  authorities  against  the  doctrine 
of  the  Son's  being  a  creature.  As  to  conseqiAenticd  and  indirect 
testimonies  against  it,  they  are  numberless ;  and  have  been  pro- 
duced by  Bishop  Bull,  Le  Moyne,  Nouny,  and  many  others,  in 
this  controversy.  To  this  you  have  opposed  such  evidence  as 
Bishop  Bull  has  already  answered,  and  you  will  not  stand  by,  or 
engage  to  defend;  but  have  rather  owned  to  be  indefensible. 
Only  you  think  some  advantage  you  should  make  of  it ;  which 
some  adcawtcLge  is  yet  very  wnfair^  and  not  regularly  or  distinctly 
laid  down  by  any  certain  consequence,  but  is  merely  a  confused 
and  precarious  conclusion.  Upon  the  whole,  every  honest  reader 
will  easily  perceive  on  what  side  he  ought  here  to  determine. 

Query  XIIT. 

Whether  there  can  be  any  middle  between  being  made  out  of  nothing, 
and  out  of  something ;  that  is,  between  being  out  of  nothing,  and 
out  of  the  Father's  substance ;  between  being  essentially  God,  and 
being  a  creature ;  whether,  consequently,  the  Son  must  not  be  either 
essentially  God,  or  else  a  creature  ? 

IF  any  man  wanted  an  instance  of  the  power  of  affections  or 
prejudice  in  holding  out  against  conviction ;  or  if  there  were  not 
too  many  lamentable  examples  of  it  in  history,  sacred  a^nd profane ; 
I  would  recommend  to  him  the  perusal  of  what  you  have  under 
this  Query,  to  give  him  a  very  lively  example  and  idea  of  it. 
You  begin  with  telling  me,  "  there  are  many  dilemmas  in  meta- 
"  physics^  physics^  and  theology,  wherein  it  may  be  very  presurap- 
"  tuous  to  determine  absolutely  which  part  of  the  dilemnia  is  the 
"  truth.*"  Had  you  rested  neuter  in  this  controversy,  your  plea 
would  have  appeared  the  better :  but  as  you  have  determined  on 
one  side,  and  in  virtue  of  such  dilemmas  as  are  neither  half  so 
clear  nor  half  so  certain  as  this  is,  you  have  no  pretence  left  of 
that  kind. 

«•  See  the  Bishop  of  London's  Letter  Defended,  p.  56,  &c. 
y  Defence,  vol.  1.  p.  389. 
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You  should  therefore  tell  me  what  medium  there  is  between 
being  essentially  God^  and  being  a  creature  ;  or  else  own  the  Son 
a  creature.  We  do  not  thus  shift  and  shuffle  with  you,  ^en 
you  press  us  with  cKlemmas.  Derived  or  underived;  we  say 
derived:  being  or  not  being ;  we  say  being:  necessary  or  wd 
necessaiy  in  existence ;  we  say  necessary :  self-existent  or  not  self- 
existent ;  we  say  not  self-existent :  Supreme  God  or  not  supreme 
God;  we  say  supreme  God,  And  whatever  invidious  terms,  or 
however  liable  to  be  misunderstood,  you  put  the  question  in,  still 
we  answer  frankly,  and  discover  our  minds.  And  what  can  be 
the  reason  of  the  difference  between  your  conduct  and  ours>  bat 
that  we  desire  to  be  open  and  plain,  and  you  love  disguises ! 
We  have  a  cause  which  we  know  we  can  defend :  you  are  con- 
scious that  you  have  not.  We  are  justly  sensible  what  advan- 
tage you  every  where  make  by  putting  the  question,  "  Whether 
"  God  the  Son  be  the  supreme  God,  or  that  supreme  Oodf^ 

1 .  The  expression  is  apt  to  insinuate  to  the  reader  a  notion 
of  tux)  OodSy  supreme  and  inferior:  on  which  supposition  the 
Son  certainly  could  not  be  the  supreme, 

2.  It  is  further  apt  to  confound  the  reader,  as  insinuating, 
either  that  we  suppose  the  Son  to  be  the  supreme  Father  himmlt^ 
or  else  that  the  suprem^acy  of  order,  or  office^  belonged  equally  to 
both.  Yet  we  bear  with  your  thus  unequally  and  partiidly 
wording  the  question ;  being  content  to  admit  it  with  proper 
distinctions,  and  to  assert  that  God  the  Son  is  the  supreme  God^ 
or  even  that  supreme  God,  as  you  are  pleased  to  word  it  for  us. 

And  why  should  not  you  as  plainly  own,  that  you  make  the 
Son  a  creature;  there  being  no  imaginable  medium  between 
u/ncreated  and  created,  between  God  and  creature  ?  Yet  you  pre- 
tend to  be  arguing  only  against  the  Son^s  being  essentially  Gk>d, 
.  or  supreme  God,  and  not  to  be  arguing  for  his  being  a  creature ; 
though  they  come  to  the  same  thing  differently  expressed.  You 
say,  p.  338.  there  lies  a  fallacy  in  my  words,  essentially  God.  As 
how  ?  Shew  where  the  fallacy  is.  You  say,  the  words  ought  to 
mean  self  existent  in  such  a  sense  as  the  Father  alone  is.  Well 
then  ;  if  you  take  self  existence  and  necessary  existence  to  signify 
the  same  thing,  you  of  consequence  allow  no  mediuMy  but  that 
the  Son  must  either  be  the  Father  himself,  or  else  a  creature. 
Why  do  you  not  therefore  say  plainly  he  is  a  creature  f  You 
will  ask  then,  whether  I  would  prove  that  the  Son  is  the  Father 
himself  in  proving  him  to  be  no  creature  ?  No.  But  when  I  have 
proved  that  point,  (as  is  easily  done,  and  has  been  done  a  thou- 
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sand  timeB^}  it  will  then  be  apparent  how  absurd  and  wild  yonr 
notion  is,  that  there  is  no  medium  between  Ood  the  Father  and 
a  creature.  I  say  then,  that  there  neither  is  nor  can  be  any 
fiediwn  between  being  necessctrily  exigHng  and  beii^  a  creature : 
and  therefore  since  you  allow  nothing  to  be  necessary  but  the 
Father,  you  plainly  make  a  creature  of  the  Son.  Instead  of  an- 
swering this  plain  argument,  you  do  nothing  but  evade,  and  shift 
in  such  a  manner,  as  shews  only  that  you  are  afraid  of  coming 
to  the  point,  and  of  putting  the  controversy  on  a  fair  issue : 
which  is  highly  disingenuous.  Were  I  to  abuse  my  readers  at 
this  rate,  how  would  you  insult,  and  look  upon  it  as  no  better 
than  giving  up  the  cause.  I  told  you  before  2,  and  now  tell  you 
again,  that  you  assert  evidently,  and  by  immediate  necessary 
consequence,  ^'  that  the  Maker,  and  Redeemer,  and  Judge  of  the 
"  whole  world  is  a  creature^  is  mutable  and  corruptible,  depending 
'*  entirely  on  the  good  pleasure  of  God,  has  a  precarious  exist- 
"  ence  and  dependent  powers,  finite  and  limited ;  and  is  neither 
"  so  perfect  in  his  nature,  nor  so  exalted  in  privileges,  but  that 
**  the  Father  may,  when  he  pleases,  create  another,  equal,  or 
**  even  superior  to  him.'"* 

This  is  no  unrighteous  representation^  nor  appealing  to  thepr^- 
fudices  of  ike  igwmmt  vulpar :  you  know  it  is  not :  but  it  is  laying 
down  the  plain  nakeil  truth.  And  it  ought  to  be  sounded  in  the 
ears  and  rivetted  in  the  thoughts  of  all  that  come  to  read  you ; 
that  they  may  be  deeply  sensible  what  you  are  doing,  and  whi- 
ther it  is  that  you  are  leading  them. 

These  are  not  things  shocking  to  the  tmlgar  only,  nor  so  much 
to  the  wigar  as  to  the  wisest  and  most  considerate,  and  most 
religious  men.  In  short,  they  are  such  a  weight  upon  your 
hypothesis^  as  have  ever  sunk  and  bore  it  down  among  the  sober 
part  of  mankind :  and  they  will  ever  do  so,  as  long  as  true  piety 
and  sobriety  of  thought  have  any  footing  in  the  world.  This  you 
are  sensible  of;  and  are  therefore  forced  to  wink  hard. 

You  are  next  endeavouring  to  retort ;  which  is  your  constant 
method  when  you  are  non-plused,  and  have  no  direct  answer  to 
give.  I  "  assert,'**  you  say,  '*  many  supreme  Gods  in  one  undi- 
'^  vided  substance."  Ridiculous  :  they  are  not  mam,y  Gods^  for 
that  very  reason,  because  their  substance  is  undivided.  Is  there 
no  difference  between  charging /a290  consequences  and  true  ones ! 
Make  you  out  the  consequence  which  you  pretend,  at  your 
leisure  :  mine  is  self-evident,  and  makes  itself. 
*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  394. 
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You  run  off  (p.  341.)  to  some  foreign  things,  which  have  been 
answered  in  their  place.  You  talk  of  cmthority  and  dignUy ; 
not  telling  us  what  you  mean  by  them,  whether  of  order  and 
office,  or  of  nature  ;  though  it  is  about  the  last  only,  that  we  are 
inquiring.  I  suppose,  if  there  be  ever  so  many  testimonies  in 
antiquity  for  the  Son's  uncreatecbiesSy  conmbstantialiiyy  eternity, 
necessary  earistence^  omnipresence,  omnipotence^  and  other  divine 
attributes;  all  must  yield  to  a  few  equivocations  and  quibbles  about 
authority  and  dignity  :  which  if  you  had  once  defined  and  fixed 
to  a  determinate  meaning,  (as  every  ingenuous  man  would  have 
done,)  it  would  have  been  presently  seen  whether  any  testimony 
you  produce  were  pertinent  or  no  ;  or  rather,  that  none  of  them 
are  pertinent.  As  to  Basil,  whom  you  pretend  to  eite,  it  is  cer- 
tain he  did  not  mean  by  &(i<&fiaTL  what  you  mean ;  for  he  abso- 
lutely denies  that  the  Father  is  greater  in  respect  of  diynity^ 
meaning  essential  dignity :  and  he  particularly  excepts  against 
your  notion  of  making  the  Son  subject ;  and  censures  Eunomius 
smartly,  for  taking  from  him  the  dignity  of  dominion,  -njs  Setnro- 
TeCas  TO  df^a>jbta.  In  another  place,  he  spends  a  whole  chapter 
in  confutation  of  that  very  notion  you  are  contending  for ; 
proving  that  God  the  Son  is  united  in  nature,  \n  glory,  in  d^ity^ 
with  the  Father,  of  equal  honour  and  authority**.  I  had  told 
you,  that  '^  an  eternal  substance,  not  divine,  and  a  Son  made 
"  out  of  it,  was  what  you  must  mean,  or  mean  nothing  d.*"  This 
you  confute  by  calling  it  a  "  calumny,  ridiculous,  and  unjust  ;'* 
which  is  a  very  easy  way  of  confutation.  Let  the  reader  see  the 
reason  why  you  had  nothing  to  offer  but  hard  toords.  You  deny 
the  Son's  being  of  the  same  divine  su^bstance  that  the  Father  is; 
you  allow  him  not  to  be  necessarily  existing ;  you  deny  his  being 
out  of  nothing.  Let  any  (Edipus  make  other  sense  of  this  put 
tcgetber,  than  what  I  made  of  it^. 

&  *AXXa  iiryiBd  fitp  6  TraTrjp  rov  vlov  unde  arbitrentur  Dei  Filium  exstitissei 

oifK  h»  \f)(6€Lri  fi(L(<ov,  aa^fiaros  yap  utrum  de  nikilo,  an  ex  aliqiu)  ^  Si  de 

oKX  ovdl  a^uifiari,  ov  yap  €y€vero  nihilo  exstitit,  Creatura  dicendus  est, 

h  ovK  ^y  woT€,    Basil,  contr,  Eun,  lib.  non  Creator.     Si  autem  de  aUqvo  di- 

iv.  et  iih,  i.  p.  236.  ed.  Bened.  catur,  sic  etiam  id  ipsum  Deus  fecit, 

*>  T©  d^iafiart  avvrjfifjJvov,  unde  Filinm  genuit.  An  forte  coater^ 

^  2vvdpopop  Kal  6pj6Tipjov r^  rrjs  mum  dicitur   aliquid    habuisse  unde 

a^ias  6fi&niMov.    Basil,  de  Sp.  Sancto,  possetFiliumgenerare?  Si  cotetemonL 

cap.  6.  aliquid  sestimatur,  unde  genitus  Fllius 

^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  396.  creditur,  Manichseorum  error  hac  ad^ 

®  Qui  Filkun  de  Patiis  substantia  sertione  firmatur.  FiUgefU.Resp,  c<mtr. 

natum  denegant,.  debent  utique  dicere  Arian,  object,  iv.  p.  58. 
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Query  XIV, 
Whether  Dr.  Clarke,  who  every  where  denies  the  consuhstantiality  of 
the  Son  as  absurd  and  contradictory,  does  not  of  coneequence  aflirm 
the  Son  to  be  a  creature,  ef  ovk  3vt»v,  and  so  fall  under  his  own  cen- 
sure, and  is  self-condemned  ? 

HERE,  being  conscious  that  this  charge  is  just,  you  can  give 
DO  direct  answer ;  but»  as  usual,  must  retreat  to  little  shifts  and 
poor  evasions.  I  sufficiently  explained  the  true  sense,  and  my 
sense  of  consvhstantiaUty  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  543,  544. 
Yet  now  you  pretend  to  complain,  you  understand  not  what  I 
mean  by  consuhstantiality :  whereas  the  truth  is,  you  understand 
it  so  well  as  to  know  that  this  Query  is  unanswerable.  But  let 
us  hear  how  you  can  cavil  where  you  cannot  reply.  "  Sometimes,^' 
you  tell  me,  I  "  seem  to  mean  that  the  Father  and  Son  are  indi- 
"  vidually  the  same  single,  identical,  whole  substance."  But 
where  do  you  ever  find  me  talking  so  weakly  and  crudely  ?  This 
you  gather  only  from  the  word  individual ;  which  is  capable  of 
a  larger  and  stricter  sense,  as  I  have  often  intimated.  When  you 
suppose  that  part  of  God's  substance  which  fills  the  srni^  to  be 
individually  the  same  with  what  fills  the  moon  ;  do  you  mean 
that  both  are  irtdividually  the  same  rnhgle^  identical^  whole  substance  f 
How  often  must  you  be  reminded  of  your  unequal  dealing  in 
this  controversy,  that  arguments  must  hold  against  the  Trinity ^ 
which,  in  other  cases,  have  no  force  with  you  at  all  2  I  may  speak 
of  whole  and  paris^  while  I  am  arguing  against  a  man  that  brings 
every  thing  under  extension  :  but  as  to  the  Catholic  doctrine  of 
the  Church,  which  I  here  defend,  the  words  are  not  proper ;  only 
this  is  certain,  that  one  Person  of  the  Trinity  is  not  aU  the  Persons 
of  the  Trinity.  Yet  because  the  Persons  are  n/ndividedy  they 
are  one  individual  substance ;  which  is  as  far  from  SabelUanimn 
as  from  Tritheism,  and  can  justly  be  charged  with  neither.  You 
pretend  that  Dr.  Clarke  does  not  deny  such  consubsta/ntiality  as 
was  taught  by  the  Nieene  Fathers.  If  this  be  true,  then  he 
admits  or  does  not  deny,  that  the  substance  of  the  Son  is  of 
the  same  kind  with  that  of  the  Father,  as  truly  as  light  answers 
to  lights  very  God  to  very  Gody  tmcreated  to  wncreated^  and  so  on^: 
that  is,  he  admits  all  that  I  do,  and  there  is  no  longer  any  dis^ 
pute  between  us.  For  I  will  easily  prove  to  him,  after  he  is  ad- 
vanced thus  far,  that  whatever  is  thus  eqiMd  in  nature  to  the 
Father,  cannot  be  vmsqtbal  in  any  essential  powers  or  perfections : 
and  so  all  that  you  have  been  doing  drops  at  once.     If  these  be 

'  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  544. 
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the  Dootor'^s  present  sentiments^  I  am  yery  glad  of  it :  they  were 
not  always  so.  You  say,  indeed,  "  whatever  the  Son's  metaphjr- 
"  «ical  nature,  essence,  or  substance  be,  all  the  Doctor's  propo- 
*^  sitions  (so  far  as  you  perceire)  hold  nevertheless  equally  true.'**^ 
Are  you  then  so  very  unperceimnff  in  a  plain  and  clear  case  t 
Turn  to  five  of  the  Doctor's  propomtianSy  (5th,  lath^  14th,  19th, 
a3rd,)  where  he  denies  the  Substance,  or  Person,  of  the  Son,  op 
Ifofy  Ghogt^  to  be  sdf  existent :  and  compare  your  own  constroo^ 
tion  of  self-existent,  by  necessarily  existing^  with  them ;  and  then 
tell  me,  whether  the  Doctor  has  determined  nothing  about  the 
substcmee  of  the  Son.     Doth  he  not  make  the  substance  of  the 
Father  necessary,  the  other  precarious ;  the  one  sdf-sufficieni^  the 
other  depending ;  the  one  immutable^  the  other  mutable  at  plei^ 
sure ;  in  a  word,  the  one  ivifinitely  perfect^  the  other  injmitefy 
short  of  it  ?  All  thi»  follows  by  self-evident  connectien  from  the 
Doctor's  denying  the  Son's  necessary  existence.     Now  certainly 
he  has  hereby  determined  their  substances  to  be  entirely  di£krent 
in  kmd;  or  else  I  should  despair  of  shewing,  that  a  man  and 
a  horse,  a  tree  and  a  stone^  are  not  ^/Aoovcrta,  are  not  of  the  same 
kind.     For  what  is  it  we  denote  and  distinguish  different  hviuk 
of  substances  by,  but  by  their  different  essential  properties !  Do 
not  therefore  now  bring  me  the  lame  pretence,  about  the  Jyoo- 
tor'B  propositions  being  the  same  on  either  supposition.     I  bore 
with  it  in  the  Modest  Pleaders,  (though  sensible  how  little 
sincerity  was  in  it,)  because  I  was  then  doubtful  whether  the 
Doctor  should  be  charged  with  denjring  the  necessary  existence. 
You  have  eased  me  of  that  doubt :  and  now  the  plea  is  ridicu- 
lous, and  will  serve  no  k>nger.     The  mystery  is  at  lei^di  come 
out ;  and  sdf-existence^  wherewith  we  have  been  so  long  amused^ 
wants  no  unriddling. 

Query  XV. 

Whether  he  also  most  not,  of  consequence,  oSrm  of  the  Son>  that 
there  was  a  time  when  he  was  not,  since  God  most  exist  before  the 
creature;  luid  therefore  is  again  sdf-condemned.  (See  Prop.  iC 
Script.  Doctr.)  And  whether  he  does  not  equivocaie  in  saying,  else- 
where, that  the  second  Person  has  been  always  with  the  first ;  and 
that  there  has  been  no  time  when  he  was  not  so :  and  lastly,  whether  it 
be  not  a  vain  and  weak  attempt  to  pretend  to  any  middle  way  between 
the  orthodox  and  the  Arians ;  or  to  cany  the  Son's  divinity  the  least 
higher  than  they  did,  without  taking  in  the  consubstantiality  ? 

IT  has  been  shewn  that  the  Son  is,  upon  the  Doctor's  prin- 
»  See  the  FreUtce  to  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii. 
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oi{des,  B,preoariau8  beinffy  which  is  nothing  but' another  name  for 
crecftwre :  and  now  the  question  is  only  whether  a  creature  can 
be  eternal.  And  this  is  of  no  great  moment  to  the  cause  itself, 
but  only  to  shew  the  Doctor"'s  self'-condemnation^  in  blaming  such 
as  have  said,  there  was  a  time  when  the  San  was  not.  If,  for  the 
sake  hereof,  you  will  maintain  that  a  creature  is  etemai^  you 
shall  dispute  by  yourself,  or  else  against  Mr.  Whiston^ ;  who 
justly  calls  it  a  despised  and  absurd  tenet :  only  he  happened  to 
have  his  thoughts  a  little  wandering,  when  he  called  it  an  Atha- 
nasian  mystery,  instead  of  calling  it  an  Arian  one.  For  I  never 
heard  of  any  one  Athajiasian  but  what  despised  and  rejected  it. 
There  were  some  Arians  who  formed  a  new  sect  about  the  year 
394,  under  the  name  of  Psathyrians,  who  have  been  charged 
with  that  principle  by  Theodorit' ;  though  I  think  Socrates'^s  and 
Sozomen*s  account '^  of  them  rather  acquits  them  of  it.  Now  if 
you  are  inclined  to  maintain  such  wild  doctrine,  say  so  plainly  : 
if  not,  let  us  know  the  meaning  of  the  Doctor  s  censuring  those 
that  should  presume  to  say  of  the  Son,  that  there  was  a  time 
when  he  teas  not^ ;  and  of  his  saying  that  the  second  Person  has 
been  ahoays  with  the  first.  I  am  sensible  there  is  something 
very  mean  and  disparaging  in  the  way  of  equivocating  upon  so 
serious  a  subject.  A  man  may  well  be  ashamed  to  own  it :  so  I 
press  it  no  further. 

You  were  to  find  a  middle  toay  between  the  orthodox  and  the 
Arians :  which  I  called  a  vain  and  weak  attempt,  and  proved  it 
to  be  so.  You  do  not  care  to  own  your  mistake  here :  but  you 
say,  "  it  is  not  material  to  determine.'^  That  is,  you  find  it  has 
been  evidently  determined  against  you ;  thou^  you  are  very 
unwilling  to  confess  it.  Next  you  come  to  your  usual  method  of 
misrepresenting  my  notion,  and  charging  three  suprems  Gods : 
which  trifling  has  been  answered  oftener  than  it  deserved. 
What  follows,  p.  348,  349.  is  so  exceeding  low,  that  in  pure 
commiseration  one  would  pass  it  over.  Page  350,  you  come  to 
dispute  the  point,  whether  the  Doctor'^s  scheme  was  condemned 
near  1400  years  ago  by  the  Council  of  Nice.     You  pretend  that 

*»  Nor  do  I  quite  despair  of  seeing  Replyto  Lord  Nottingham,  p.  30. 
such  shrewd  and  cunning  Athanasians  '  Theod.  Haeret.  Fab.  lib.  4.  Com- 
as Dr.  W.  driven  to  this  last  evasion,  pare  the  supposititious  Disputatiocon- 
and  of  hearing  them  broach  this  other  tra  Arium,  p.  211.  ed.  Bened. 
great  Athanasian  mystery,  how  de-  ^  Socrat.  Eccl.  Hist.  lib.  y.  cap. 
spised  and  absurd  an  one  soever,  that  ag.  p.  300.     Sozom.  Eccl.  Hist.  lib. 
any    creature    whatsoever    may    be  vii.  cap.  17.  p.  303. 
strictly  speaking,  in  point  of  (iura/ion,  1  CLeirke's  Script.  Doctr.  prop.  16. 
coetemal  with  its  Creator.     fVhiston, 
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Bone  of  his  Propositions  were  condemned.     But  I  insist  upon  it, 
that  the  Doctor,  in  denying  the  Son'*s  necessary  existence^  evidently 
makes  him  a  creature :  and  therefore  all  that  is  maieridl  in  the 
Doctor's  Propositions,  all  that  wo  find  fault  with,  in  respect  ef 
his  doctrine  of  God  the  Son,  stands  fully  condemned  by  the 
Nicene  Council.  And  do  not  imagine  that  the  point  of  difference 
betwixt  us  lies  only  in  authority ^  or  office^  and  not  in  nature :  you 
make  the  nature  of  the  Son  wholly  of  a  different  kind  from  the 
Father,  as  hath  been  shewn.     I  told  you  of  our  doctrine,  that  it 
has  "  prevailed  for  1400  years  :""  upon  which  you  remind  me  of 
my  saying  of  the  Arians,  that  the  "  world  was  once,  in  a  manner^ 
"  their  own.**'    In  a  manner,  that  is,  when  they  had  got  the 
emperors  of  the  world,  in  a  mawaer,  on  their  side.     You  return 
to  your  quibble  about  individual  essence.     Please  to  observe^ 
essentia  de  essentia,  substantia  de  substa/rUia^  was  Catholic  doctrine 
all  along:  and  this  is  the  full  meaning  of  individual  essence. 
Not  essences^  nor  substances,  nor  beings :  any  more  than  you  will 
say  substances,  while  yet  you  admit  substance  and  substance ;  or 
beings,  where  yet  you  are  forced  to  allow  being  and  beings. 

You  tdl  me,  I  acknowledge  person  and  intelligent  agent  to  be 
the  same.  I  never  acknowledged  any  such  thing ;  but  {Jways 
denied  their  being  reciprocal.  But  because  this  word  person  is  a 
matter  of  much  dispute,  I  shall  here  endeavour,  having  nothing 
further  worth  notice  under  this  Query,  to  give  the  best  account 
I  am  able  of  the  true  notion  o(  person.  I  shall  not  here  search 
into  the  books  of  philosophers,  but  into  the  common  appre- 
hensions of  mankind,  learned  and  unlearned ;  which  appears  to 
be  the  true  method  of  knowing  what  ideas  are  affixed  to  the 
word  person. 

Our  ideas  are  at  first  all  of  them  particular,  and  borrowed 
from  what  we  daily  converse  with,  from  what  we  see  and  feel. 
Our  first  notion  of  person  is  the  notion  we  have  of  a  man,  a 
woman,  a  child.  By  degrees  we  learn  to  abstract  from  the  differ- 
ences of  age,  sex,  stature,  &c.  and  so  we  form  a  more  general 
idea  of  an  human  person,  meaning  one  of  our  own  species  :  and 
this  idea,  perhaps,  a  rude  countryman  would  express,  improperly, 
by  the  word  Christian,  in  opposition  to  brutes,  or  inanimate 
things.  From  the  idea  of  human  persons  thus  formed,  we 
proceed  to  make  a  more  genera^l  idea,  by  leaving  out  what  is 
peculiar  to  our  species,  and  keeping  in  what  we  conceive  common 

»  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  371,  372,  448.  and  Reply  to  Dr.  Whitby, 
vol.  ii.  p.  209. 
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to  us  with  angeh^  suppoae,  or  any  intelligent  being:  And  now 
we  take  in  rationality  only,  or  intelligence :  and  a  person  is 
something  intelligent  in  opposition  to  the  brutal  creation.  Indeed 
there  is  something  analogous  to  person  even  in  brutes  :  and  so  it 
is  common  to  say  he  or  she  of  them,  in  like  manner  as  we  speak 
of  persons.  But  still  the  common  notion  of  person  includes 
intelligence  :  and  I  think  Damascen"  is  very  singular  in  bringing 
in  r6vh€  tov  hi'nov  under  vTrdcnaais  and  irpdaiairov,  signifying 
person.  But  perhaps  he  meant  it  of  im6aTa(TLs  only,  and  did  not 
nicely  distinguish.  Thus  far  wo  aro  advanced,  that  person  is 
something  which  is  the  subject  of  intelligence.  But  still  we  are 
not  como  far  enough  to  fix  the  idea  of  a  single  person :  for  an 
army,  a  council,  a  senate,  is  something  which  is  the  svibject  of 
intelligence^  something  that  understands  and  a>cts.  We  must 
therefore  be  more  particular :  and  at  length  wo  may  bring  it  to 
this  :  a  single  person  is  an  intelligent  agents  having  the  distinctive 
characters  of  /,  thoUy  he ;  and  not  divided  nor  distinguished  into 
more  intelligent  agents  capable  of  the  same  characters.  This  defini- 
tion or  description  will,  I  think,  take  in  all  the  ideas  that  man- 
kind have  generally  affixed  to  the  word  person^  when  understood 
of  a  single  person.  I  will  shew  this  first  negatively,  and  then 
positively. 

1 .  Negatively.  An  army^  a  senate,  &c.  is  not  a  single  person, 
because  divided  into  more.  The  Trinity,  upon  the  Catholic 
hypothesis,  is  not  a  single  person,  because  distinguished  into  more 
intelligent  agents  than  one. 

2.  Positively.     A  man  is  a  single  person  by  the  definition. 
An  angel  is  a  single  person  by  the  same. 

Father,  Son,  or  Holy  Ohost,  a  single  person  by  the  same. 

Any  separate  m\A,  a  single  person  also. 

The  dedvOpc^TTos,  or  God-man,  a  single  person:  because  not 
divided  nor  distinguished  into  more  intelligent  agents  than  one,- 
having  each  of  them  the  distinctive  characters. 

To  clear  this  matter  a  little  further,  we  must  next  distinguish 
persons  into  several  kinds :  as  i .  divided  and  undivided ;  2.  simple 
and  compound:  which,  when  explained,  will,  I  hope,  set  this 
whole  afiair  in  a  true  and  full  tight. 

I .  As  to  the  distinction  of  divided  and  undivided ;  all  persons, 
but  the  three  divine  Persons,  are  divided  and  separate  from  each 

n  Damascen.  Dialect,  c.  xliii.  p.  46. 
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other  in  nature,  substance,  and  existence.  They  do  not  matoaUjr 
kidude  and  imply  each  other:  therefore  they  are  not  onljr 
distinct  subjects,  agents,  or  supposiia,  but  distinct  m^bskmeM  also* 
But  the  divine  Persons,  being  undivided^  and  not  having  any 
$eparate  existence  independent  oa  each  other;  they  cannot 
be  looked  upon  as  subskmces^  but  as  one  substance  distinguished 
into  several  supposUay  or  intelligent  agents. 

2.  As  to  the  other  distinction  of  simple  and  compound^  it  w3I 
appear  what  reason  there  is  for  it.  An  angel^  or  a  saul^ 
(whether  supposed  first  preexistmg^  or  afterwards  separated^)  is 
a  simple  person,  and  so  is  Crod  the  Father^  or  God  the  Hotg^ 
Ghosty  upon  the  Catholic  scheme.  But  man  is  a  compound 
person  of  soul  and  body.  It  is  plain,  that  according  to  the 
common  idea  oi person^  (which  must  here  be  our  rule,)  the  bodf 
goes  to  make  up  the  pers(m :  otherwise  we  could  not  say  James 
or  John  is  fat  or  foa»,  low  or  taU^  healthful  or  sicUy^  or  the 
like ;  such  things  belonging  to  the  body  only,  and  yet  belonging 
to  the  person.  If  we  suppose  John'^s  soul  to  have  preexisted,  it 
would  be  a  person  in  that  preexistent  state  as  much  as  after, 
having  all  that  belongs  to  the  definition  of  a  person  i  and  by 
taking  a  body  afterward,  the  s(ml  does  not  become  magis persona, 
but  major  persona :  that  is,  the  person  is  enlarged  by  the  additicm 
of  a  body^  but  still  altogether  is  considered  but  as  one  subject 
with  intelligence  in  it ;  and  all  is  but  one  Peter^  one  John,  one  /, 
he^  or  thoUy  which  completes  the  notion  of  a  single  person.  Let 
John  die,  the  body  is  no  longer  part  of  the  person,  but  the 
person  goes  where  the  intelligence  rests ;  the  soul  in  this  case 
becomes,  not  minus  persona,  by  the  separation,  but  minor. 

Our  next  example  of  a  compound  person  is  the  OeivOpanros,  con- 
sisting of  the  Logos,  the  soul,  and  the  body.  The  Logos  was 
a  Person  before  the  incarnation,  as  much  as  after.  But  by 
taking  in  a  soul  and  body,  the  whole  Person  then  is  made  up  of 
all  three.  And  thus  Christ  is  always  represented  in  Scripture  in 
the  same  manner  as  any  single  person  is  represented ;  one  /,  one 
he,  one  thou,  whether  he  is  spoken  of  with  respect  to  what  he  is 
as  the  Logos,  or  as  having  a  soul  or  a  body.  The  same  Christ 
made  the  world,  increased  in  wisdom^  wfas  pierced  with  a  spear : 
in  which  three  examples,  it  appears  that  the  Logos,  the  soul,  and 
the  body,  all  go  to  make  up  the  one  Person,  the  one  compound 
Person  of  Christ.  And  hence  it  is,  that  the  churches  of  God, 
following  the  common  idea  of  a  single  person,  which  they  found 
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to  suit  with  the  Scripture  representation  of  Christ,  have  rightly 
and  justly  included  all  the  three  constituents  in  the  am  Person^. 
Theae  are  my  present  thoughts  of  the  word  person^  and  the 
idedi  contained  in  it.  If  any  man  has  any  thing  to  object  to  it,  I 
shall  be  willing  either  more  fully  to  explain,. or  else  to  alter  the 
notion,  as  I  see  reason  for  it.  You  will  perceive  that  inteUig&iU 
noting  substcmce  is  implied  in  every  person ;  and  more  persons  are 
more  intelligent  sttbstances,  whenever  their  substance  is  divided^ 
but  not  otherwise :  and  two  intelligent  substances  are  two 
persons,  where  h(^h  have  existed  tepwrately,  or  have  been  seve- 
rally capable  of  the  distinctive  characters^  but  not  otherwise. 
You  will  also  perceive^  that  intelligent  acting  substance  (that  is, 
intelligent  agents  as  you  call  it)  is  not  equivalent  to  person^ 
neither  are  the  phrases  reciprocal.  But  to  intelligent  agent 
add,  its  not  being  divided,  nor  Sstingudshed  into  more  intel- 
ligent agents  having  the  same  distinctive  characters ;  and 
then,  as  I  conceive^  you  complete  the  notion  of  person^  ac- 
eoFding  as  it  has  commonly  passed  with  mankind.  I  suppose 
not  any  of  the  divine  Persons  a  person  in  a  sense  differed  from 
the  common  meaning  of  the  word  person :  they  are  Persons  in 
the  same  common  sense  of  person ;  but  Persons  of  a  dijerent 
Und^  and  diffiarently  circumstantiated  from  what  htMnan,  or 
angeUeal,  or  any  other  kinds  of  persons  are.  Thus  person,  like 
triangle,  appears  to  be  the  name  for  an  abstract  idea :  and  the 
name  is  equally  applicable  to  every  kind  of  person,  as  the  name 
of  triangle  is  to  every  kind  of  triangle. 

Query  XVI. 
Whether  by  these  (of  the  first  column)  and  the  like  texts,  adoration  and 
worship  be  not  so  appropriated  to  the  one  God,  as  to  belong  to  him 
only  ? 

Divine  worship  due 
To  the  one  God.  To  Christ. 

Thou  shalt  have  no  other  gods  be-  They  worshipped  him,  Luke  xxiv.  52. 
fore  me,  Exod.  xx.  3.  I^et  all  the  angels  of  Grod  worship  him, 

Heb.  i.  6. 

Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  That  all  men  should  honour  the  Son, 
and  him  oaly  shalt  thou  serve,  Matt.  iv.  even  as  they  honour  the  Father,  John 
10.  I  V.  23. 

UNDER  this  Query  I  fully  proved,  in  my  Defence,  that, 

^  Videmus  duphcem  statum,  non  Aoyov  hiio-^i,  t§  Koff  vir6aTa<nv  </)v- 

confiuum*   sed  conjunctum   in    tma  a-iKJj,  ivtoBivros  rfj  aapKi,  &c.  Ireruei 

Persona,  Deum  et  nominem  Jesum.  Fragm.  p.  347.  Bened. 
TertulL  contr,  Prax,  c.  27.    Tov  Gcov 
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according  to  Scriptvre  and  antiquity^  adoration  is  due  to  God 
cUone^  in  apposition  to  all  creature-vxtrBhip  whatever.  Yon  enter 
very  little,  if  at  all,  into  the  particulars  of  the  evidence  which  I 
produced ;  but  you  form  two  objections  against  the  thing  in 
general,  leaving  me  the  part  of  a  respondent^  instead  of  under- 
taking it  yourself,  as  was  proper  in  answer  to  qneiieB.  Your 
two  objections  are  these:  i.  That  if  my  arguments  prove  any 
thing,  they  prove  too  much,  viz.  that  Christ  is  the  very  Father 
himself.  2.  That  they  again  prove  too  much  in  disallowing 
all  medidtorial  worship  /  which,  you  think,  is  plainly  warranted 
by  Scripture  and  antiquity. 

1.  As  to  your  first  pretence,  it  is  founded  only  on  the  personal 
characters,  /,  thou^  he  ;  seemingly  excluding  all  persons  but  one. 
To  which  it  is  answered,  that  there  is  no  necessity  arising  from 
any  pretended  force  of  the  exclusive  terms,  for  excluding  all 
other  persons?:  but  there  is  a  necessity,  from  the  very  end 
and  design  of  the  Law^  for  excluding  all  other  pods  ;  and  from 
the  whole  tenor  of  Scripture,  for  excluding  all  creatures  :  so  that 
my  argument  proves  what  I  intended  to  prove,  and  no  more. 
Ajid  why  have  you  not  answered,  after  you  have  been  so  often 
called  upon,  the  reasons  I  had  offered  in  my  Defence,  and  PrefsEUje 
to  my  Sermons,  against  the  receiving  inferior  gods  to  any  degree 
oi  religious  worship !  Surely  it  should  be  your  business  to  respond 
sometimes,  especially  in  reply  to  queries^  and  not  merely  to  oppose. 

2.  As  to  your  second  pretence  about  mediatorial  tcorship^  first 
borrowed  from  Pagans,  handed  on  by  Arians,  and  brought  to 
our  own  times  by  Papists ;  I  shall  give  it  a  large  and  distinct 
answer  presently.  You  have  for  some  time  (I  mean  you  and  your 
friends)  amused  unthinking  persons  with  a  phrase,  never  yet 
distinctly  explained  by  you,  but  serving  to  delude  such  as  can  be 
content  with  sounds  instead  of  sense,  I  shall  endeavour  to  search 
this  matter  to  the  bottom,  once  for  all ;  and  then  show  how 
easy  it  is  to  unravel  your  speculations  on  this  head. 

By  mediatorial  worshii)  you  intend  some  kind  of  worship  to  be 
paid  to  Christ ;  such  as  you  have  been  pleased  to  invent  for  him, 
rather  than  none.  I  do  not  find  that  you  have  secured  any  wor- 
ship at  all  to  the  Holy  Ghost ^  (who  is  no  mediator ^)  though  all 
antiquity  has  paid  him  worship.  But  you  are  so  confused  and 
undeterminate  in  your  account  of  mediatorial  tvorship^  that  it  is 
not  easy  to  discover  what  you  precisely  moan  by  it ;  or  periiaps 
you  yourself  do  not  yet  know  what  you  intend.  There  are  but  two 
P  See  my  fourth  Sermon,  vol.  ii. 
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general  senses,  so  far  as  I  conceive,  to  be  put  upon  it ;  though 
these  again  are  divided  into  many  particular  ones.  The  two 
I  speak  of,  are  either,  i.  the  making  Christ  the  meditmi  of  wor- 
ship; or,  a.  the  worshipping  him  under  the  character  of  a 
Mediator,     We  must  examine  both  these. 

I .  A  meditim  of  worship  is  a  phrase  of  some  latitude  and  am- 
biguity. It  must  be  explained  by  instances  and  examples ;  that 
considering  all  cases  which  can  well  be  thought  of,  we  may  at 
last  hit  upon  what  you  mean  by  mediatorial  worship.  An  image 
has  been  sometimes  thought  a  medium  of  worship,  when  God  is 
supposed  to  be  worshipped  by  and  through  an  image :  as  in  the 
instance  of  the  moUen  cal/^  and  in  the  golden  calves  of  Dan  and 
Bethel.  Such  mediatorial  worship  as  this  leaves  very  little  honour 
to  the  medium:  all  is  supposed  to  pass  through,  to  the  ultimate 
object.  Thus  the  Egyptians,  in  worshipping  the  sacred  animals, 
supposed  the  worship  to  pass  to  the  prototype^  to  the  Deity 
whereimto  the  animals  belonged.  This,  I  presume,  is  not  your 
notion  of  mediatorial  worship :  if  it  be,  it  is  low  indeed. 

There  may  be  a  second  sense  of  making  a  medium  of  worship : 
as,  if  we  were  to  pray  to  Christ,  to  pray  for  us.  This  is  near 
akin  to  the  Bomish  doctrine  of  praying  to  saints  and  angels.  If 
this  be  what  you  mean  by  mediatorial  worship,  your  opinion  of 
Christ  may  still  be  very  low,  as  of  one  that  gives  us  nothing 
himself,  but  only  asks  another  to  give  us.  But,  besides  that 
there  is  no  warrant  for  praying  to  any  thing  less  than  Gody  and  so 
such  a  practice  must  be  wholly  unjustifiable ;  I  conceive  that  this  is 
not  what  you  mean  by  m^dioitorial  worship^  it  being  so  extremely 
low  and  dishonourable  to  suppose  that  he  can  himself  do  nothing 
for  us,  especially  having  declared  the  contrary,  John  xiv.  13, 14. 

There  is  a  third  sense  of  a  medittm  of  worship  :  as  if  we  ask 
the  Father  any  thing  by  and  through  the  merits  of  Jesus  Christ. 
If  this  be  what  you  mean  by  mediatorial  worship,  I  am  afraid  it 
will  amount  to  no  worship  at  all  upon  your  principles.  You  will 
not  say  that  the  saine  worship  is  therein  paid  to  both :  and  unless 
you  say  that,  you  leave  no  worship  at  all  for  God  the  Son  in 
such  addresses  or  applications. 

There  may  be  vl  fourth  consideration  of  a  medium  of  worship, 
supposing  Christ  to  be  directly  worshipped,  but  "  to  the  glory  of 
"  the  Father :''  the  Father  being  imagined  to  bo  glorified 
through  Christ  as  through  a  medium.  Now  here  I  must  ask, 
WheUier  the  worship  supposed  to  be  paid  to  Christ  be  supreme 
or  inferior  ?  You  will  not  say  supreme :  and  if  it  be  inferior ^  it 
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cannot  be  presumed  to  pass  on  to  the  supreme  object,  who  would 
not  be  honoured  but  affronted  with  inferior  worship.  It  must 
therefore  rest  in  the  inferior  object,  and  so  cannot  be  called 
TMcUate^  but  uUimate  worship.  I  must  add,  that  no  worship  of 
a  creature  can  terminate  in  the  CreatoTy  or  be  for  his  ^forjr, 
because  he  has  absolutely  forbidden  all  creaiure-toorship :  and 
therefore,  again,  such  worship  as  we  are  now  supposing  cannot 
be  mediate,  but  idtimate,  terminating  where  it  is  offered. 

Indeed,  the  Scripture  never  makes  any  difference  between 
directifig  and  terminating  worship ;  but  supposes  it  always  to 
terminate  in  the  object  to  which  it  is  directed,  or  offered. 
God  interprets  all  image^ioorship,  or  creatw^-worskipy  as  termi- 
nating in  the  image,  or  creature,  to  which  it  is  offered.  When 
the  Israelites  worshipped  the  calf,  they  '^  offered  sacrifice  to  aa 
"  idol,""  not  to  God ;  and  they  "  worshipped  the  molten  image,*"" 
not  God,  in  doing  it ;  however  they  might  intend  and  mean  it 
(as  they  certainly  did)  for  the  Jehovah.  They  are  said  to  have 
"forgot  God  their  Saviour,*"  (Psal.  cvi.  21.)  notwithstanding 
their  intention  to  remember  him  in  it ;  because  it  was  not  re- 
membering him  in  a  manner  suitable  to  his  commandment, 
which  was  to  ojer  worship  to  Ood  only.  So  also  Jeroboam  is 
said  to  have  made  other  gods,  and  to  have  cast  ^^  God  behind  his 
"  back,*"  (i  Kings  xiv.  9.  2  Ghr.  xiii.  ii.)  notwithstanding  his 
intention  to  terminate  all  the  worship  in  the  true  Jehovah.  I 
may  add,  that  when  St.  John  was  preparing  to  offer  worship  to 
an  angel,  (whether  out  of  a  sudden  transport^  or  not  tfien  know- 
ing that  it  was  a  mere  angel,)  no  doubt  but  he  designed  the 
glory  of  G^d,  and  to  terminate  all  worship  there :  and  y^  it  is 
observable,  that  the  angel,  notwithstanding,  bade  him  "  worship 
"  God  C^  intimating,  that  it  is  not  worshipping  of  God,  unless 
the  worship  be  directly  offered  to  God.  Dr.  Clarice  M  has  a  fancy, 
that  the  idolatry  of  such  as  worshipped  the  fyrue  God  through 
mediums  of  their  own  inventing,  lay  only  in  their  making  wW- 
mediatorsy  such  as  God  had  not  allowed  them  to  have.  But  this 
notion  is  very  peculiar,  and  has  no  foundation  in  Scripture  or 
antiquity.  To  pay  religious  worship  to  any  thing  is,  in  Scripture 
style,  making  a  God  of  it.  This  is  true,  even  of  what  is  called 
mediate  or  relative  worship ;  as  I  have  before  instanced  in  the 
case  of  the  golden  calf,  and  the  calves  of  Dan  and  Bethel.  And 
Laban^s  teraphims,  or  images,  which  were  supposed  to  be  no  more 
than  symbols  or  mediums  of  the  worship  of  the  Jehovah,  (for 
q  Clarke's  Script.  Doct.  p.  344.  2d.  ed. 
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Laban  worshipped,  as  some  believe,  the  true  God^)  are  called 
gods^ ;  because  worship  was  ofiered  directly  to  them,  instead  of 
being  offered  immediately  to  God.  To  make  any  medium  of  wor- 
ship was  setting  up  other  gods^  not  other  mediators ;  strange  gods^ 
not  strange  mediators ;  it  was  robbing  Gorf,  not  any  mediator^  of 
his  honour;  and  making  an  idol-god^  not  an  idol-mediator.  The 
idolaters  are  never  charged  with  mistaking  the  mediwm^  but  mis- 
taking the  object ;  not  with  having  false  mediators,  hvA*  false  gods ; 
not  for  worshipping  those  that  were  not  mediators  by  office^  but 
those  that  by  nature  were  no  gods ;  for  worshipping  the  creature^ 
not  instead  of  the  Mediatory  but  instead  of  the  "  Creator,  who 
"  is  blessed  for  ever."^  Such  is  the  constant  language  both  of  the 
Old  and  New  Testament,  which  never  fix  the  charge  upon  the 
setting  up  false  mediators  or  medittms  of  worship ;  nor  ever  in- 
sert any  caution  against  it:  so  weak  and  groundless  is  the 
Doctor^s  notion  of  idol-mediators.  What  then  is  the  result,  you 
will  ask,  of  this  reasoning  t  Does  not  the  worship  of  Christ  ter- 
minate in  the  glory  of  God  the  Father !  Admit  that  it  does  so : 
then  certainly  the  worship  of  Christ  is  not  creature-toorship.  For 
since  all  worship  terminates  in  the  object  to  which  it  is  directed 
or  offered,  if  the  same  act  of  worship,  offered  to  Christ,  termi- 
nates in  God  the  Father;  then  the  case  is  plain  that  it  ter- 
minates in  both^  and  both  are  one  undivided  object.  Having 
considered  the  several  senses  of  a  medium  of  worship,  and  shewn 
that  none  of  them  will  answer  your  purpose^  I  come  now, 

2.  To  consider  the  worship  of  Christ  under  the  character  of  a 
Mediator y  and  to  see  what  sense  we  can  make  of  mediatorial 
worship  under  that  view.  A  Mediator  may  be  considered  two 
ways,  according  to  the  ancients ;  a  Mediator  by  nature^  and 
Mediator  by  office.  The  first  and  principal  sense  of  a  Mediator 
(^(tCttjs)  between  God  and  man,  is  a  Person  partaking  of  the 
nature  of  both,  perfect  Ood  and  perfect  man.  In  this  sense, 
principally^  the  ancient  Christians  constantly  understood  Christ 
to  be  a  Mediaior.  So  Irenseus,  Melito,  Clemens,  Hippolytus, 
Tertullian,  Cyprian,  Novatian,  and  others  of  the  Ante-Nicenes ; 
whose  testimonios  I  have  placed  in  the  margin  ^     As  to  Post- 

'  Gen.  xxxi.  49,  53.  dfjuf>oT€povs  avvayay€ip,  Iren.  p.  211. 

*  Gen.  xxxi.  30.    Josh.  xxiv.  2.  ed.  Bened. 

^    Et  fiij  avvtjvaBrf  6  SvOpomos  r^  Qths  yap  Z>v,  6yuov  re  Ka\  SvBpomos 

G«y    oifK   ^  rid%nni$T)   furaax^^*^   ^^  rcXcior,  6  aitrbs  ras  5vo  avrov  oixrwLS 

a^iBapvicis.tfkiyap  tuvvrriv  Q€ovT€  Koi  enurrinraro  fnuv.   Melito,  C(W.  H.  Lt, 

mfBpwm^Vf  hta  rris  uiias  wp6s  iiuirfpovs  vol.  ii.  p.  33. 

olK€i6rrjT9£  €h  ifitkUnf  icol  6it6vow»  roifs  6e6r  €v  ap$p^<^,  Koi  6  SvBpwtog 

VOL.  II.  U  U 
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Nioenes,  since  no  doubt  can  be  made  of  them,  I  content  myself 
with  referring  to  Petavius,  who  has  collected  their  testimonies'*. 

Now,  if  you  would  but  please  to  understand  fMdiakjrial  wor- 
ship conformably  to  this  true  and  ancient  sense  of  Mediator,  we 
might  not  perhaps  despair  of  coming  to  some  terms  of  agreement. 
For  mediatorial  worship,  thus  understood,  would  nearly  coincide 
with  what  we  call  divine.  It  would  be  worshipping  Christ  be- 
cause, with  the  human  nature,  he  is  possessed  also  of  the  divme^ 
and  is  therefore  strictly  and  properly  adorable^  as  weU  as  the 
Father. 

But  Mediator  may  be  considered  also  in  respect  of  office^  with- 
out considering  the  natwre  at  all :  and  this,  I  presume,  is  tho 
sense  you  contend  for.  Accordingly,  for  the  most  part,  by 
mediatorial  v^orship^  you  seem  to  intend  some  inferior  kind  of 
worship  payable  to  our  Lord  considered  as  mediating^  or  as 
executing  the  office  of  a  Mediator  between  God  and  man.  Now 
we  must  confess  that  Christ  is  really  Mediator  by  offiee^  as  well  as 
by  nature :  but  how  this  can  ever  justify  you  in  making  a  neto  and 
an  inferior  worship,  and  calling  it  mediatoriai^  we  understand 
not.  Fanciful  men  will  have  their  peculiarities:  and  it  is  a 
wonder  to  me,  you  have  not  yet  invented  twenty  several  kinds  of 
worship,  superior  and  inferior^  for  God  the  Father,  For  tho 
purpose ;  you  may  consider  trim  as  Kvng^  and  so  you  may  present 
him  with  regal  worship  ;  or  as  King  ofimgSy  and  then  it  will  bo 
super -regal.  You  may  consider  him  as  Judge^  your  particular 
Judge^  and  so  present  him  with  judicial  worship :  but  if  you 
consider  him  further  as  Judge  of  all  men^  nay,  and  as  Judge  of 
angeky  or  of  the  whole  system  of  creatures,  the  worship  will  be 

0€6s.  Koi  t6  BeXrffjM  rov  irarphf  6  fuvl"        Deus  cum  homine  misoetar.    Hie 

rrii  ciercXci.  fuclrrfs  yhp  6  A6yos  6  Deus,  hie  Christus  est,  qui  Mediator 

Koip6s  dfjL<f>oiv'  Bcov  fi€v  vi6s,  aar^p  dc  duorum,  hominem  induit  miem  per- 

avOp^cw,   Clem,  Ale9.  p.  251.  ducat  ad  Patrem.  Cypr.  de.  Idoi.  Kim, 

''Iva  dc  dei;(^  t6  aw(ifIfl>6T€pop  c;(a»v  p*  15* 
cV  €avTa  rrfv  re  tov  OeoO  owricw  Koi  ttjv        Quoniam  si  ad  hoDodnem  veniebat ; 

€(  mfBfMmwy  ins  luti  6  cm6<rro\os  Xryc t,  ut  Mediator  Dei  et  faominum  esse  de- 

fuairrfv  BcoO  kclL  avOpwr^v  SifSowiros  beret,  oportuit  ilium  cam  eo  esse,  et 

Xpurrhs  ^Irja-ovs.  6  dc  p^airrif  Ms  av-  Verbum  camem  fieri ;  ut  in  semetipso 

Bo&ftrov  ov  yivtraiy  aKkh  ^.  ^dci  oiv  concordiam  confibolaret  terrenorom 

rdp  Xpiarbv  Ocov  Koi  ay^p«Mra>v,  ptai-  pariter  atque  cselestium :  dum  utrius- 

TTJV  yofSp^vop  nap*  dp/(f>oT(p<»vdppa^vd  que  partis  in  se  eonnectens  pignora, 

Ti»a  €lXff<f>€tfm,  wa<t)avfj  ovoirpo<rAfrtiP  et  Deum  homini  et  hcMninem  Deo 

peo-lrrfs.  Hippol.  vol.  ii.  p.  45.  copularet.  Novat.  e.  18. 

Hie  sequester  Dei  atque  hominum        Mediam  inter  Deum  et  hominem 

appellatus ;  ex  utiiusque  partis  depo-  substantiam  geiens Deum  fuisse 

sito  commisso  sibi.  In  anotiier  place,  et  hominem,  ex  utiro<)ue  gen^e  per- 

Mtriusque  substantuB.  TertuU.de Reaur.  mistum.  Laetant.  1.  iv.  e.  13. 
Cam,  c.  51.  otmtr,  Prax.  c.  28.  »  Dogm.  Th.  torn.  v,.part.  2. 
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then  moflt  highly  and  superlatively  judioiah  You  may  next 
consider  him  as  Creator^  iroirirfisj  without  an  article^  and  then 
you  are  to  present  him  (pardon  the  novelty  of  the  phrase)  with 
creatorial  worship :  but  if  you  consider  him  further  as  the  Creator y 
i  TToiipiiiy  with  an  artide^  the  worship  then  becc«nes  eminently 
ereatoriai.  You  may  next  consider  him  as  Protector^  as  DdAverery 
or  Defender^  and  each  of  these  in  a  higher  or  a  lower  sense :  and  . 
hence  may  arise  as  many  several  worships.  Nay,  when  your 
hand  is  in,  every  oMribvte  you  consider  him  under  vrill  be  a 
distinct  foundation  of  a  parHonlar  worship :  and  so  you  will 
have  worships  innumerable,  to  pay  to  one  and  the  same  Person. 
But  you  will  say,  that  these  mcmy  worships  are  all  but  one  wor- 
ship of  the  one  divine  Father  under  variety  of  conceptions. 
Bight :  and  so,  though  the  Son  be  considered  as  Mediator,  as 
Judge,  as  Oreator^  as  King^  &c.  in  our  worship  of  him,  these  are 
all  but  one  worship  of  the  one  divim  Son,  under  variety  of 
c<mceptions.  The  worship  then  both  of  Father  and  Son  centering 
in  this,  that  they  are  both  divine^  this  makes  it  dimris  worship  : 
and  divine  worship  being  one  with  itself,  it  is  very  manifest  that 
the  worship  of  both  is  one. 

Aye  but,  says  the  learned  Doctor'',  "  There  is  an  adoration 
"  due  to  Christ  as  Mediator,  which  cannot  possibly  be  paid  to 
"  the  one  supreme  God  \^  supreme  Father  he  means.  And 
what  is  there  in  this,  more  than  an  affected  manner  of  expressing 
what  every  body  allows,  that  Father  and  Son  have  distinct 
personal  chara4Jters  and  offices?  He  need  not  have  gone  thus 
round  about:  the  shorter  way  woold  have  been  to  divide 
adoration  into  two  boHb,  paternal  axidjUicd  ;  and  to  plead  that 
one  of  these  worships  can  never  be  paid  to  the  /Sw»,  any  more 
than  ihe  other  to  the  Father,  because  the  Son  must  never  be 
considered  as  Father,  nor  the  Father  as  Son.  But  had  the 
Doctor  remembered  that  both  may  be  considered  as  dimne,  £^d 
that  divme  worship  is  but  one,  he  might  have  perceived  that 
there  is  no  foundation  for  the  itoo  worships  which  he  is  intro- 
ducing :  unless  he  has  a  mind  to  bring  in  a  hundred  worships  as 
well  as  two ;  which  may  be  easily  done  in  the  way  he  has  taken. 
The  truth  of  the  case  is  this ;  worship  has  an  immediate  respect 
to  the  divinity  of  the  Person  to  be  worshipped.  That  must  be 
presupposed  in  all  religious  worship :  otherwise  such  worship  is 
idolatry;   as  hath  been  proved.     This  foundation  being  laid, 

*  See  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  343.  2d  ed.  Modest  Plea,  &c.  Continued, 
P-33- 

u  u  :^ 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


660  A  SECOND  DEFENCE  Qu.  xvi. 

whatever  personal  characters  or  offices  we  consider  the  Person 
worshipped  under ;  divine  goes  along  with  all :  it  is  a  dimne 
Mediator,  a  Mvims  Priest,  a  dimne  Prophet,  a  dvoine  King :  and 
so  our  worship  of  him  never  wants  its  proper  object,  never  moves 
from  its  proper  foundation,  but  remains  constantly  the  same. 
Our  considering  the  Son  under  the  character  or  office  of  Media- 
tor does  not  hinder  us  from  considering  him  as  God  at  the  same 
time,  (indeed  Mediator,  in  strictness,  implies  it,)  any  more  than 
our  considering  the  Father  as  King^  Judge^  Preserver^  or 
Bewarder^  hinders  us  from  considering  him  also  as  divine. 

All  the  acts  and  offices  of  Christ,  relative  to  us,  are  only  so 
many  manifestations  of  his  goodness,  power,  wisdom,  and  other 
attributeSy  which  attributes  are  founded  in  his  divine  nature, 
which  nature  is  common  to  the  Father  and  him :  thus  all  our 
acknowledgments  centre  and  terminate  in  one  and  the  same 
divine  nature;  and  all  the  particular  worships  amount  to  no 
more  than  one  worship^  one  dvoine  worship  belonging  equally  to 
both. 

Having  thus  far  cleared  my  way,  I  may  now  proceed  to 
examine  what  you  have  done  under  this  Query.  But  I  should 
first  observe  to  the  reader  what  you  have  not  dme^  that  he  may 
be  the  more  fully  apprised  of  your  manner  of  disputation :  which 
is  to  answer  difficulties,  by  slipping  them  over  without  notice. 

I  urged  the  great  design  of  the  Law  and  of  the  Gospel  to 
exclude  inferior y  as  well  as  other  supreme  deities :  you  take  no 
notice.  I  urged,  that  even  miracles  could  not  suffice  for  the 
introducing  another  God :  you  are  profoundly  silent.  I  pleaded^ 
that  the  reasons  of  worship  which  God  insists  upon  are  such  as 
exclude  all  creatures:  not  a  word  do  you  give  in  answer.  I 
shewed,  (vol.  i.  p.  412.)  that  any  man,  with  your  distinction  of 
sovereign  and  inferior  worship,  might  have  eluded  every  law 
about  sacrificing  to  the  true  God  only :  you  have  nothing  to  say 
to  it.  I  pleaded  the  impropriety  of  ahsolute  and  relative  sa- 
crifice y,  vows,  oaths,  &c.  not  a  syllable  do  you  reply.  I  pleaded 
several  texts  of  Scripture,  and  several  examples  against  creature- 
worship,  and  against  your  distinction  made  from  the  intention  of 
the  worshipper :  all  is  passed  over.     I  further  pressed  you  with 

T  Sacrifice,  without  distinction  of  primitive  Church,  and  esteemed  by 

absolute  and  relative,  supreme  and  in-  them  as  the  purest  and  best  sacrifices, 

ferior,  the  outward  act  of  sacrificing,  See  Just.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  340.  Jcb. 

was  always  looked  upon  as  D^Tpropriaf 6  Irenseus,  1.  iv.  c.  I7.  p.  249.  Clem, 

to  God.  Now  prayers  were  of  the  Alex.  p.  848.  TertuU.  ad  Saip.  c.  2. 
same  import  with  sacrifice,  in  the 
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the  practice  and  principles  of  the  primitive  martyrs ;  of  which 
you  take  no  notice.  You  have  indeed  something  to  cppose  in 
favour  of  the  other  side  of  the  question :  but  is  it  my  business 
only  to  answer  objections!  I  thought  you  had  undertook  to 
answer  queries ;  to  clear  somethings  and  not  to  be  always  in  the 
way  oi  puzzUng.  But  let  us  see  however  what  you  have  in  the 
way  of  objection,  I  have  answered  your  two  principal  pleas  al- 
ready :  I  am  now  to  seek  for  some  of  the  slighter  pretences. 
You  find  fault  with  me  (p.  357.)  for  making  the  natwre  of  Gk>d, 
not  the  Persony  the  object  of  worship.  But  what  if  I  make  three 
Persons  the  object  (which  is  the  truth  of  the  case)  on  account  of 
their  divvne  nature?  Is  there  any  thing  more  absurd  in  this, 
than  in  your  making  one  Person^  on  account  of  his  perfections, 
that  is,  of  his  natwre  f  And  where  is  the  difference  between  you 
and  me,  but  that  you  worship  indimdual  living  siibstance^  which 
you  confine  to  one  Person;  and  I,  indimdual  living  sibbstance, 
which  I  suppose  common  to  more  Persons  ?  You  the  to  Q^lov  in 
one  Person ;  I  the  to  0€ibr  in  more  than  one. 

You  say,  "  the  texts  of  the  Old  Testament  relate  not  to  an 
**  indefinite  Person,  but  de/mitehf  to  the  Person  of  the  Father.**^ 
Yet  many  of  them  (in  the  judgment  of  all  antiquity)  relate  to 
the  person  of  the  Son,  as  we  have  seen  before :  and  that  none  of 
them  are  ever  meant  indefinitely  is  what  you  can  never  prove". 
However,  if  you  could,  you  would  still  be  far  from  proving  your 
point.  For,  supposing  Gody  or  Jehovah^  to  be  always  taken  per^ 
smaUy^  sometimes  denoting  the  Person  of  the  8on^  abstracting 
from  the  consideration  of  the  Father,  and  sometimes  denoting 
the  Person  of  the  Father,  abstracting  from  the  consideration  of 
the  Son ;  it  might  still  be  nevertheless  true,  that  Jehovah  is  one, 
both  Father  and  Son. 

You  attempt,  (p.  360.)  to  prove  that  the  worship  of  the  Son 
is  "  subordinate,  mediate,  relative.""  You  quote  Heb.  i.  6.  and 
infer  that  the  angels  are  to  worship  him,  ^^  not  as  supreme,  but 
*'  by  the  command  of  the  Father.'*  Wonderful !  that  if  the 
Father  has  ever  commanded  any  one  to  worship  himself,  (as  he 
often  has,)  his  worship  therefore  is  not  supreme.  Has  not  our 
Saviour  ctmmanded  us  to  worship  the  Father;  is  his  worship 
therefore  not  supreme  ?  Sure,  arguments  must  run  very  low  with 
you,  or  you  would  not  trifle  at  this  rate.  As  to  Heb.  i.  9.  I 
have  answered  it  above:  and  as  to  John  v.  23.  Christ  is  not 
worshipped  because  God  committed  judgment  to  him  :  but  (^knl 
'  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  99,  &c. 
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committed  it  to  him  for  this  end  and  pifi*poee,  that  men  might  be 
sensible  of  the  dignity  and  dimnUif  of  his  Person,  and  thereupon 
worship  him.    The  prophecy  of  Daniel  (chap.  viL  13.)  speaks  Cif 
a  kingdom^  and  a  dominion^  in  a  particular  sense ;  as  i  Cor.  xv. 
speaks  of  a  kingdom  to  be  received  by  the  Father :  this  is  all 
economical,  and  makes  nothing  for  your  purpose.    But  your 
argument  is  calculated  for  the  Sooinian  hypoth^fus,  rather  than 
the  Arian.     The  andent  Arians  would  have  condemned  such 
men  as  you,  for  their  low  thoughts  of  our  Saviour.    They  did 
not  worship  him  merely  as  having  a  judgment  or  a  ttngdom 
committed  to  him^  but  as  b^g  Oreator^.    Yqu  Uitow  tc^ether 
(p*  3^  1 9  3^^*)  A  multitude  of  texts,  proving  only  that'Glu*ist  ia 
Mediator.    Does  any  Christian  doubt  of  it?  There  is  not  a 
syllable  about  abeohUe  and  relatif>e^  eoDereign  and  i$iferiar  prayer : 
which  is  lyhat  you  were  to  shew.    A  Mediator  may  be  a  divime 
Mediator  notwithstanding :  and  so  all  your  pretences  vanish  into 
air.     And  what  if  it  be  said,  (Bqv.  v.  9,  la.)  "  Worthy  is  the 
'^  Lamb  that  was  slain  to  receive  power,  and  riches,  and  wisdom, 
''  and   strength^  and  honour,  and  glory  C^  and  if  it  be  s^d, 
^'  Unto  him  that  loved  us,  and  washed  us,  &c.  be  glory  and 
^^  dominion,'*  Bev.  i.  5, 6.  what  are  we  to  learn  from  thence !  Here 
is  nothing  said  of  the  /otmdation  of  worship :  but  the  Person  is 
described  under  his  proper  and  peculiar  characters,  and  such  as 
may  recommend  him  to  our  affections.    Not  a  word  is  there  of 
mediatorial  worship,  or  of  any  thing  like  it.     Aad.if  his  being 
GW,  or  God  supreme,  be  not  assigned  as  the  reason  for  wordiip- 
ping  him,  doth  it  therefore  follow  that  he  is  not  to  be  worshipped 
as  God  supreme  f  By  the  same  argument,  you  might  as  wdl 
prove,  that  neither  is  the  Father  to  be  worshipped  as  suprems 
God.     We  find  it  said,  (Eph.  iii.  20,  ai.)  '^  Unto  him  that  is 
^^  able  to  do  exceeding  abundantly  above  all  that  we  ask  or 
^^  think,  according  to  the  power  tiiat  worketh  in  us ;  unto  him 
*'  be  glory  in  the  Chuj:ch  by  Christ  Jesfos^*  &c.     The  reason 
here  assigned  for  worshipping  the  Father,  is  not  his  being 
Sfwpreme  Ood^  but  only  his  being  ^^  able  to  do  more  than  we  can 
'^  ask  or  think."^     So  again  in  the  Book  of  Bevelations,  (ch.  xix. 
I,  a.)  *'  Salvation,  and  glory,  and  honour,  and  power  unto  the 
'^  Lord  our  God ;   for  true  and  righteous  are  his  judgments,'^ 
&c.     Here  the  reason  assigned  is  not  his  being  supreme  Ood^ 
but  his  being  trm  and  righteous.     Again,  in  chapter  iv.  ver.  ii, 

A  Christum  colimus  ut  Creatorem.   Serm.  Arian.  ap.  AMgustin.  p.  633. 
Maximin.  ap.  August,  p.  663. 
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^'  Thou  art  wcHrthy,  O  Lord,  to  receive  glory,  and  honour,  and 
'^  power :  for  thou  hast  created  all  things,  and  for  thy  pleasure 
'^  they  are  and  were  created.^  Here  the  reason  assigned  for 
worshipping  the  Father,  is  not  that  he  is  vupreme  God,  but  that 
he  ^^  created  all  things  for  his  pleasure  :^  which  reason,  though 
not  expressly  applied  in  this  manner  to  God  the  Son,  is  yet 
equally  appUcable  in  virtue  of  Heb.  i.  lo.  and  Col.  i.  i6.  I  own 
that  vwprevM  God  is  implied  in  this  last  title  of  Creator :  which 
however  is  equally  true,  either  of  Father  or  Son.  I  observed  in 
my  Sermons  ^,  how  frequent  it  is  for  the  Father  himself  to  insist 
upon  what  he  had  done  for  men ;  claiming  their  worship  upon 
those  moving  reasons,  or  motives:  and  what  wonder  is  it,  if 
some  much  greater  and  more  endearing  works  of  God  the  Son 
be  mentioned  as  motives  to  our  worship  of  him?  the  foundation 
still  of  wordiip  stands  as  before ;  which  is  wholly  to  be  resolved 
into  the  infinite  excellency  and  dimnity  of  his  Person  ^  You 
pretend  to  say,  that  "  the  worship  of  the  Father  is  founded 
"  principally  in  his  supreme,  independent,  underived  power,''  &c. 
If  you  mean  any  thing  contrary  to  me,  you  mean^  on  his  self" 
esrist&neey  or  being  wnbegotten^  as  distinct  from  necessary  existence. 
Shew  me  one  text  of  Scripture  for  it,  at  your  leisure.  You  do 
not  pretend  any :  but  you  speak  of  aU  antiquity ;  not  knowing 
what  you  say,  nor  whereof  you  affirm.  You  should  have  shewn 
me  who,  and  what  ancients  ever  founded  his  worship  in  his  being 
Foither,  or  unbegotten;  and  not  in  his  being  God. 

After  abundance  of  trifling,  you  come  at  length  to  make  some 
reply  to  what  I  had  urged  from  antiquity^ :  only  you  first  take 
notice  of  my  charging  you^  with  slipping  over  a  difficulty ^  by 
putting  honour^  an  ambiguous  word,  instead  of  worship  and 
adoration.  The  reason  I  had  for  it  is,  that  worship  and  adoration 
stand  for  exterior  acts;  whereas  honour  may  stand  for  either 
interior  or  exterior^  and  is  therefore  more  ambiguous.  Exterior 
acts  have  their  signification  fixed  and  determined  by  circum- 
stances, and  do  not  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  mind  to 
make  their  signification  higher  and  lower;  as  mental  honour 
does.  This  therefore  was  the  reason  of  my  blaming  you  for 
changing  tcorship  into  honour.  The  difference  of  these  two  ie 
easily  seen  in  this  instance :  equality  and  inequality  of  honour 
are  proper  expressions :  but  equality  or  inequality  of  sacrifice 

^  Vol.  ii.  p.  115,  ii6.  ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  418,  &c. 

^  See  the  Freface  to  my  Sermons,        «  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  411,  421. 
vol.  iL 
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(an  outward  act)  is  very  improper.     Now  our  dispute  was  about 
otUtcard  acts.     The  foundation  I  went  upon  was  this ;  that  in 
order  to  have  God's  authority  and  superlative  excellency  owned, 
there  should  be  some  otUioard  visible  aets^  which  we  call  warship, 
appropriated  to  God,  to  put  a  visible  difference  between  Cfod  and 
the  creature.     For  herein  lies  the  manifestation  of  that  inward 
sense  we  have  of  his  superlative  excellencies  and  perfections : 
and  the  confounding  this  difference,  by  applying  these  peculiar 
and  cyopropriated  acts  to  any  creatwre^  is  the  great  sin  of  idoUxtry. 
The  inward  intention  is  of  no  moment  in  this  case  :  for  if  the  out- 
ward acts  be  the  same,  how  then  shall  God  be  ou/ttoardly  dis- 
tinguished (as  he  ought  to  be)  in  the  honours  paid  to  him, 
above  the  creatures  ?  This  consideration  is  alone  sufficient  to  cut 
off  every  plea  and  pretence  for  offering  religious  worship  to  any 
but  God,     You  have  first  a  distinction  of  supreme  and  inferior, 
of  uUim^e  and  mediate  worship :  but  that  is  utterly  unserviceable, 
because  it  would  not  so  much  as  exclude  the  worship  even  of 
Pagan  deities  (if  considered  as  inferior)  along  with  the  true  Grod. 
You  may  next  say,  that  worship  should  not  be  paid  to  any 
inferior  gods,  that  stand  in  opposition  to  the  true  and  supreme 
God  :  and  yet  neither  will  this  restriction  sufficiently  answer  the 
purpose ;  since  it  does  not  exclude  the  worship  of  saints  or  angels, 
friends  of  God,  and  not  opposite  to  him.     You  may  retreat  to  a 
further  restriction,  that  even  inferior  religious  worship  must  be 
paid  to  none  but  such  as  God  has  nominated^  and  allowed  to  be 
worshipped :  which,  you  may  think,  will  effectually  exdude  all 
but  Christ.    But  after  you  have  thus  far  followed  your  own 
inventions,  in  your  several  restrictions,  and  qualifjdngs  of  an 
absolute  command;  there  is  still  this  invincible  reason  against 
them  all,  that  whereas  there  ought  to  be  some  peculiar  outward 
acts  (as  sacri/ice  was  formerly)  appropriated  to  God,  as  exterior 
acknowledgments  of  his  infinite  excellencies  and  perfections  above 
his  creatures ;  by  these  restrictions  and  limitations,  all  Buohpecw- 
Uarity  of  exterior  acknowledgments  is  taken  away,  and  it  is 
made  impossible  even  for  God  himself  to  prescribe  any.     Now 
you  see  why  I  found  fault ;  and  that  I  had  some  reason  for  it. 
But  you  ask  me,  why  then  did  I  "  found  Chrisf^s  worship  upon 
"  John  V.  23.'"  which  speaks  only  of  honour  ?  The  reason  is  plain : 
if  I  am  to  honour  the  Son,  even  as  I  honour  the  Father ;  I  must 
signify  it  by  the  same  outward  expressions,  that  is,  by  worship. 
The  text  then  is  very  much  to  my  purpose  ;  though  honour  and 
worship  are  not  the  same  thing,  but  differing  as  the  internal 
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thought  and  the  outward  manifestation,     Now  let  us  come  to  the 
ancients,  upon  this  head  of  noorship. 

I  shewed  by  plain  testimonies  what  their  doctrine  was ;  viz. 
to  worship  Ood  aUme^  the  Creator,  in  opposition  to  the  creature. 
You  take  no  notice  of  the  last  particular;  because  it  was  very 
material,  and  pressed  hard  upon  your  scheme.  But  you  observe, 
by  the  '*  alone  God'^  is  evidently  meant  "the  God  and  Father 
"  of  all.""  I  am  persuaded  you,  in  the  main,  are  right  in  your 
observation :  and  now  the  question  will  be,  whether  when  they 
proposed  the  Father  as  the  only  Ood,  they  intended  it  in  oppo- 
sition only  to  fake  gods  and  creature-gods,  admitting  a  latitude 
in  the  exclusive  terms ;  or  whether  they  intended  any  distinction 
of  worship,  making  it  supreme  and  inferior,  absolute  and  relative, 
ultimate  and  medicUe.  This  is  a  question  which  will  admit  of  an 
easy  and  a  certain  decision,  upon  a  due  consideration  of  circum- 
stances. There  are  but  two  ways  of  making  this  matter  out ; 
either  by  admitting  some  latitude  in  the  exchsive  terms,  so  that 
the  Father  shall  be  understood  to  be  the  only  God  in  opposition 
to  creatures  and  false  gods ;  or  by  admitting  some  distinction 
and  degrees  of  worship,  that  supreme  worship  may  be  due  to  the 
Father  as  the  highest  Gkni,  and  inferior  to  the  Son  as  an  inferior 
Deity.  Now  this,  I  say,  will  be  easily  decided.  If,  when  the 
ancients  speak  of  worshipping  one  Ood,  the  Father,  they  either 
say,  that  he  alone  is  to  be  sovereignly,  or  absolutely  worshipped  ; 
or  if  they  found  his  title  to  worship  upon  his  being  Fa^er,  or 
unbegotten,  rather  than  upon  his  being  God;  or  if  they  admit 
any  inferior  Ood,  or  any  other  God  besides  the  Father;  then 
you  will  have  something  to  plead  from  the  ancients  for  your 
opinion.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  they  never  mention  tuH> 
worships  or  two  Gods;  if  they  mean,  when  they  speak  of  worship 
as  due  to  God  alone,  not  sovereign  worship  only,  but  all  reKgious 
worship ;  if  they  suppose  the  Son  not  to  be  another  Ood,  but  one 
Ood  with  the  Father ;  and  if  they  intimate  their  intention  to  be 
to  exclude  creatures,  or  false  gods,  not  Ood  the  Son  ;  then  the 
case  will  be  manifest,  that  they  used  the  exclusive  terms,  not 
with  utmost  strictness,  but  with  a  proper  latitude  ;  and  this  will 
be  the  true  way  of  interpreting  the  ancients.  That  this  latter  is 
really  the  case,  is  evident  to  every  man  that  is  at  all  conversant 
with  the  ancients :  and  he  that  thinks  otherwise  must  either 
never  have  read  them,  or  have  read  them  with  very  little  judg- 
ment. Their  way  was  to  speak  of  the  one  God  in  opposition  to 
all  false  deities ;  and  by  the  one  God  they  meant  principally  the 
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Faiher,  asjirst  in  oonoeption,  and,^^  in  (wd«r ;  but  always  with 
a  reserve  for  the  San  and  Holy  Ghost,  reckoned  to  him,  and  in- 
cluded in  him :  so  that  the  Faiher y  considered  with  what  makuralfy 
belonged  to  him,  was  the  one  Ghd  of  the  Ohristians  in  opposition 
to  all  d^her  deities.  This  is  so  clearly  and  so  evidently  the  cur- 
rent and  prevailing  notion  of  the  ancients,  that  I  scruide  not  to 
say,  that  they  who  see  not  this,  see  nothing.  I  shiedl  briefly 
consider  the  testimonies  I  before  gave,  and  then  conclude  this 
article. 

Justin  Martyr  says,  "  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped^  He 
does  not  say  tooereigviy^  or  cimlkMy^  but  bardy  wonhipfei: 
neither  does  he  say,  Worship  him  alone  as  tupreme  God,  to  in- 
sinuate any  inferior  Ood:  and  therefore  it  is  evident  that  Justin 
was  not  in  your  scheme  of  two  Gode  and  ttoo  worsUpSy  but  in  mine 
of  one  God  and  one  worship ;  considering  the  Father  primarify 
as  the  one  Ood^  not  exclusive  of  the  Son. 

Athenagoras^  lays  the  stress  upon  worshipping  the  Creator^ 
in  opposition  to  creatwrea :  so  that  it  is  fdain  he  was  in  my  prin- 
ciples, not  yours :  besides  that  he  says  nothing  of  sowreign  and 
inferior  worship. 

Theophilus^  speaks  of  worship  simply,  not  sovereign  worship 
as  due  to  God  alone :  and  the  reason  he  gives  why  the  king  is 
not  to  be  worshipped,  is  not  because  he  is  not  underived  or 
wnhegotten^  but  because  he  is  not  Ood. 

Tatiani  denies  worship  (not  sooereign  worship  only)  to  the 
creatures. 

Tertullian^  is  express  against  any  inferior  worfidnip,  any  wosrsUp 

at  all  but  to  the  one  God;  in  which  one  Gody  as  every  body 

knows,  he  includes  all  the  three  Persons. 

.  Clemens  Alexandrinus^  haa  not  a  word  that  looks  &vouraUe 

to  the  distinction  of  supreme  and  inferior  worship  ;  but  he  con- 

^  Of6v    ix€v    fA6vov     7rpo<ricwovfi€v.  injfjJinjv  ^dpivfjfjMPWpoaxvv€iifov6€k», 

J^L  i.  cap.  23.     T6v  Oc^v  fjL6vov  d€i  Tatian.  p.  18.  2c/3r«y  dc  rmtf  aroixfum 

TTpoa-Kwclv.  cap.  21.  t^v  vTr6aTaaiv  oih-*  Av  irturBtujv,  &c. 

*  Ov  TOVTOv,dK\hT6vT€)(ifiTrfvavTov  p.  79. 

npoiTKvvfjT€op.  At  hen.  p.  55.     Ov  ras  ^  Quod   colimus  Deus  unus  est. 

dvvdfieis  n-poa'iovT€s  depofirrvopjtv,  oKKh  TertulL  Apol.  cap.  17.     Praescribitur 

rhv  iroirjrfjv  avr&v  Koi  dtairdrriv.  p.  56.  mihi  ne  quern  altum  Deum  dicam,  no 

^  At^  ri  ov  irpo<rKvvfis  rhv  /Soo-tXca ;  quein  aliwa  adorem,  aut  quoquo  modo 

m  ovK  fls  t6  irpoa-KweifrOcu  yiyovev  venerer,  praeter  mucum  iUum  qui  ita 

Ocoyyap  OVK  tartv,  oKKa  avOpa-  mandat.     Scorpiace,    cap.   4.   Conf. 

nos,  &c.  Tneoph,  p.  30.  ovx  SKK(^  e$6p  Vrsx.  cap.  31.  Orat.  cap.  a.  com  noliB 

eoTt  Trpoa-Kvvtladcu  akK*  fj  fi6vip  Bc^.  Albaspinsei. 

l^^copL  p.  33.  1  See  the  passages  in  my  Defence, 

*  Arjfuovpyiav  rrjv  (nr    avrov   yryc-  vol.  i.  p.  419.  Comp.  p.  424. 
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fines  all  worship  to  the  Creator^  ezclading  all  erMiiuirei  from  it^ 
making  no  medium  between  OreaUn'  wnd  creiOwre. 

Irenaeus^  speaks  of  adoring  or  f/xmhipping ;  but  not  a  word 
of  iot70m^,or  aJfoAf^adOTation:  and  it  is  reason  sufficient  with 
him  against  the  worship  of  any  things  that  it  is  a  creaiiwre : 
which  you  take  no  notice  of. 

Origen*^  also  is  express  against  the  worship  of  a^y  creature; 
which  you  observe  not,  though  bef<Hre  hinted.  Neither  does  he 
q>eak  of  eiipreme  worship,  but  all  worship,  when  he  confines  it 
to  the  Creator^  to  the  difme  nature,  t6  Geto^,  to  the  eternal  and 
uncreated  nature  of  Gh>d.  You  pretend,  that  rb  Swv  is  a  figu- 
ratiye  way  of  speaking  for  6  Oed?,  like  the  King's  Majesty  for  the 
King^  p.  35(3.  But  I  aflirm,  on  the  contrary,  (which  is  sufficient 
against  your  bare  affirmation,)  that  it  generally,  if  not  always^ 
signifies  the  d^m/ne  nature^  or  etAbstance^^  considered  as  the  subject 
of  divine  perfections. 

As  to  Origen  in  particular,  in  his  piece  against  Gelsus,  I  know 
not  that  he  any  wh^^  uses  the  phrase  of  rh  @€u>r,  but  where  it 
either  must  or  may  bear  the  sense  I  contend  for.  See  p.  i^i, 
159,  226,  321,  374,  375,  376,  377,  392.  And,  I  think,  if  what 
Origen  has  in  p.  342,  be  well  considered,  it  may  suffice  to  de- 
termine the  dispute  about  the  sense  of  rh  id^iov  in  him.  For 
there  he  plainly  uses  rX  i^^iov  to  denote  that  which  is  difme  in 
our  Lord,  (as  distinguished  from  his  hvma/n  nature,)  viz.  The 
only-begotten  of  God;  intimating  that  his  svhstance  is  very  dif- 
ferent in  that  respect :  "AKKos  6  tttpi  roirrov,  jccU  ttjis  otnrLas  airov, 
Aoyos  ^otI,  iraph  rbv  tttpX  rov  voovfiivov  Karh  rov  'Iiycrovv  iy0pAirov. 
And  he  afterwards  gives  the  name  of  rod  0€£ov,  to  that  very 
divinity^  or  divine  nature,  which  he  supposes  in  our  Lord  together 
with  the  ma/nhoodP. 

The  like  may  be  said  of  Clemens's  use  of  the  phrase,  who 
likewise  includes  the  Son  in  the  rb  Q€U)v%  as  observed  above': 

^  DomiQum  Demn  tuum  adorare  known  thing;  which  nobody  conver- 

oportet  et  ipsi  soli  servire,  et  non  ere-  sant  in  the  Greek  Fathers  can  doubt 

dere  ei  qui  falso  promisit  ea  quae  non  of. 

sirnt  sua;   Hac  omnia  tibi  dabo,  si  Greg.  Nvbs.  p.  Bo,  93,  145^  147, 

procidens  adoraveris  me.  Neque  enim  161, 102, 105, 160, 107, 168, 170, 180, 

conditio  sub  ejus  potestate  est,  quando-  181,  191,  303,  364,  381,  391,  394, 

auidem  et  ipse  unus  de  creaturis  est.  301,  303,  303,  319,  337,  339,  413, 

Iren.  p.  330.  437. 448,  451,  453,  457,  471- 

^  See  the  passages  collected  in  my  p  TA  ntpl  top  'Incrovy  roivw  koBo 

Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  4x9, 430.  /a€v  vev6rjTM  6(6TriTi  cr  avry  npax^^yra, 

o  The  reader  may  see  several  pkdn  €crrtv  Sa-ia,  kqI  ov  fuix6fi«va  t§  wtpl 

examples    in   Gregory  Nyss.   contr.  rov  e«ww  ifwolq^     Orig.  p.  343. 

Eunom.    It  is  not  worth  the  while  to  1  Clem.  Alex.  p.  453. 

search  or  cite  many  authorities  for  a  '  Query  VIII. 
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other  places"  of  Clemens,  where  the  phrase  is  also  used,  may  be 
compared  at  leisure.     Tb  €>€iov  and  6   0€is  may  souietimeB 
indifferently  stand  for  each  other :  but  a  judicious  reader  may 
often  observe  t6  (e>€iov  to  be  used  where  6  06^9  would  be  very- 
improper,  and  so  vice  verm,     Otod  considered  mbstantialfy^  as  r^ 
cKvina,  is  the  proper  notion  of  ri  ©^loi;,  [deiov  yivo^,  or  $€%ov 
TTpayiia^^  and  not  considered  according  to  personal  characters, 
acts,  or  offices.     It  would  be  improper  to  say,  for  instance,  tiiat 
the  rh  ^€iov  hegaty  or  sent  his  Son,  or  did  acts  of  mercy ^  or  the 
like.     I  need  not  give  more  instances :  an  intelligent  reader  will 
easily  perceive,  from  the  circumstances,  where  to  06u>p  is  the 
more  proper  phrase,  and  where  &  0€O9.     To  return  to  Origen, 

You  translate  iyivrjfrov  <^i;(rti;  in  Origen*,  unorigincUe  nature, 
instead  of  tmereated  nature :  which  is  the  constant  sense  of 
iyivrjfrov  in  that  treatise  of  Origen,  opposed  to  yeinfrbv,  a  name 
for  createdy  mwtahh^  and  perishing  things.  You  have  no  instance 
in  all  Catholic  antiquity  where  worship  is  put  upon  the  un- 
derivedness  of  the  Father,  any  jfurther  than  as  it  implies  necessary 
existence :  nor  a  single  example  to  prove  a  distinction  of  ttco 
tDorsMps,  one  supreme  and  the  other  inferior.  Some  pretences 
of  yours  relating  hereto  will  be  examined  in  the  next  Query. 

Query  XVII. 

Whether,  notwithstanding,  worship  and  adoration  be  not  equally  due  to 
Christ;  and  consequently,  whether  it  must  not  follow  that  he  is 
the  one  God,  and  not  (as  the  Arians  suppose)  a  distinct  inferior 
Being  ? 

YOU  here  begin  with  repeating  your  argument  from  the 
personal  characters,  /,  thou^  he :  which  has  been  often  answered. 
You  go  on,  (p.  368.)  to  argue  for  mediate  worship,  because  the 
worship  of  the  Son  is  to  the  glory  of  the  Father.  I  might  hero 
insist  upon  it  (as  an  ingenious  gentleman^  hath  lately  done)  that 
the  words,  Kvpioy  'Iryo-ovy  Xpioriy  €ls  h6(av  (s>€ov  Ilarpos,  may  be 
justly  rendered.  The  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  (or  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord) 
in  the  glory  of  God  the  Father :  which  rendering,  agreeable  to  the 
Italic,  and  some  other  versions,  would  entirely  defeat  your  argu- 
ment.     But  allowing  the  common  construction,  and  that  the 


8  Clem.  Alex.  p.  50,  53,  58,  113,  and  other  Latins,  so  read  and  under- 

04,  778,  829,  836,  841,  845,  848.  stand  Phil.  ii.  11. 

*  Orig.  contr.  Cels.  p.  189.  'O  ovk  dKXSrpios  Grov  Af,  oKka  €h 

«  Mr.  Wade's  short  Inquiry  into  d6^  Gcov  naTp6f,    Ep^han,  p.  972. 


the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  p.^5 
N.B.  Cyprian,  Novatian,  Mil 


ilary. 
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worship  of  God  the  Son  terminates  in  God  the  Father ;  still  it  is 
manifest^  for  that  very  reason^  that  it  is  not  an  inferior  worship, 
because  then  it  could  not  terminate  in  the  Father^  being  unwor- 
thy of  him.  Nor  indeed  can  any  act  of  worship  extend  to  both, 
unless  both  be  one  object^  as  before  shewn.  As  to  the  same  act 
of  worship  being  considered  as  ultimately  resting  in  the  Father, 
it  is  because  the  divine  natwre  to  which  the  worship  is  paid  is 
considered  primarily  in  the  Father,  though  belonging  equally 
to  both.  You  object  that^  by  this  account,  no  worship  is  paid 
to  the  Father^  but  to  the  siibsta/nce  or  essence  of  the  Father. 
Ridiculous ;  as  if  worshipping  the  divine  substance  as  personalized 
in  the  Father^  were  not  the  same  thing  with  worshipping  the 
Father^s  Person.  Pray,  what  is  the  Person  of  the  Father  but 
living,  acting,  intelligent  stJ>stance  f  Do  you  mean^  by  inteUigent 
ogeKt^  intelligent  and  acting  nothing?  ^^  All  worship,*"  you  say, 
^^  is  personal  T  and  I  say  every  person  is  stibetance :  therefore 
worship  may  as  well  be  called  substantial,  as  personal,  amounting, 
in  this  case,  to  the  same  thing.  And  if  worship  be  paid  to  three 
Persons,  is  it  not  truly  personal,  as  well  as  when  paid  to  one  ? 
Your  quotation  from  Bishop  Pearson  is  nothing  to  the  point  in 
hand,  but  wide  and  foreign  as  possible.  I  had  observed,  in  my 
Defence,  that  you  had  many  things  to  say,  in  hopes  to  lessen  the 
honour  attributed  to  the  Son  in  Scripture.  Upon  this,  you  go 
solenmly  to  prayers :  "  I  pray  God  forgive  you  the  injury  you 
"  here  do  me.*"  I  thank  you  for  your  charitable  prayer,  if  really 
such.  But  had  you  put  it  up  from  your  closet,  instead  of  sending 
it  from  the^r^M ;  there  would  have  been  less  suspicion  either  of 
ajectation  or  malice  in  it.  As  keen  a  satire  and  as  bittern  revenge 
may  appear  in  the  shape  of  a,  prayer,  as  in  any  other  form.  The 
great  injury,  it  seems,  lies  only  in  the  word  hopes  ;  an  expression 
perhaps  not  so  exactly  proper  or  accurate :  a  candid  construc- 
tion of  it  would  have  been  a  much  surer  token  of  a  forgiving  and 
charitable  temper,  than  this  unusual  sally  of  devotion  thrown  out 
upon  so  slight  an  occasion.     But  let  us  pass  op. 

You  tell  me,  (p.  371.)  of  '*  building  my  notion  of  religious 
worship  upon  metaphysical  speculations  T  which  is  doing  me  a 
great  injury,  and  laying  your  own  faults  to  my  charge.  I 
build  my  notion  upon  plain  Scriptures,  the  universal  suflrage  of 
antiquity,  (till  the  time  that  praying  to  saints  and  angels  came 
in,)  and  upon  the  principles  and  practices  of  the  Jews  before 
Christ;  who  always  looked  upon  creaiure-worship  as  idolatry. 
You  build  your  dissent  to  such  a  cloud  of  witnesses  upon  no- 
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thing,  that  I  can  yet  perceive,  but  some  metaphysical  specula- 
tions about  self-eansience^  generation  being  an  aety  acts  being  all 
acts  of  the  toiUy  necessary  generation  being  eoaetion,  and  the 
like.  And  when^  in  the  strength  of  these  speculations,  you 
have  discarded  God  the  Son  from  the  one  Godhead ;  then  you 
have  recourse  to  such  principles  as  Pagans  first,  and  Papists 
since,  have  made  use  of  in  favour  of  idokUry,  to  bring  in  the 
warship  of  the  Son  at  a  back-door ;  instead  of  fixing  it  where 
Scripture f  and  antiquity,  and  all  sober  Christians  have  ev^  fixed 
it.  You  ask  me,  if  I  "  really  think  that  the  worship  of  the 
*'  Father  does  as  much  terminate  finally  in  the  Son,  as  the  woiv 
**  ship  of  the  Son  terminates  finally  in  the  Father  T  But  let  me 
ask  you,  do  you  really  think  that  any  creature-worship^  any 
it^ferior  worship  terminates  in  the  Father  t  I  have  shewn  you 
that  it  does  not,  and  cannot.  Your  own  argument  therefore 
turns  upon  yoursdf.  Either  the  supposed  infiriar  worrfiip  ter- 
minates in  the  Son,  and  then  it  is  ultimate ;  or  it  terminates  in 
the  Father,  and  then  it  is  supreme :  choose  whidi  yon  pfease. 
I  say,  what  I  take  to  be  sense  and  truth,  that  it  terminates  in 
the  (Kvine  nature^  eon&vieteA.  primarily  in  the  Father,  and  deri- 
voHvely  in  the  Son :  and  now  all  is  right.  You  ask,  if  the  Sony's 
"  glorifjring  the  Father^  means  the  very  same  thing  with  the 
**  Fatiier^s  glorifying  the  Son  f*  Yes,  the  very  same  thing :  how 
ean  you  doubt  of  it,  when  you  read  John  xvii  1 1  And  as  to 
PhiL  ii.  9.  I  question  not  its  meaning  being  the  very  same. 

I  allowed,  that  prayers  are  generaUy  to  be  ofibred  rather 
through^  than  to  the  Son,  because  of  his  hevng  Mediating.  You 
ask,  how  this  is  confflstent  with  the  allowing  no  distinction  of 
mediate  and  ultimate  worship!  You  should  have  shewn  how 
it  is  inconsistent :  but  you  choose  rather  to  amuse  your  reader 
with  wordsy  where  you  give  him  no  distinct  ideas.  Either  the 
Son  is  not  worshipped  in  this  case,  or  he  is  worshipped :  if  he  is 
not,  there  is  no  mediate  worship ;  if  he  is,  then  in  worshipping 
the  Father  through  him,  his  dimnity,  and  essential  union  with  the 
Father,  (\diich  alone  can  render  our  services  accepted,  and  unite 
us  to  Gk>d,)  are  at  the  same  time  acknowledged.  And  so  the 
worship  of  both  is  one,  being  an  acknoifdedgment  of  the  same 
diMne  excellencies  under  a  distinction  of  Persons  and  ojices. 
Where  do  you  find  two  different  worships,  more  than  two 
d^erent  natures  in  these  cases !  Only  the  worship,  as  the  nature^ 
being  one,  is  considered  primarily  in  the  Father,  and  secondarily 
in  the  3on :  this  is  all  you  can  make  of  it.     You  will  never 
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prove  any  thing  of  inferior  worship,  unless  you  can  first  prove 
the  nature  of  the  Son  to  be  inferior  ^to  the  Father.  Why  then 
do  you  not  come  to  the  pinch  of  the  question,  instead  of 
amusing  us  with  little  cavils  wide  of  the  point !  You  fall  to  your 
usual  quibbling  with  abstract  essence,  which  has  been  often 
answered.  You  proceed  to  repeat  your  pretence  about  derived 
and  wnderived;  which  indeed  makes,  in  a  manner,  the  sum  total 
of  your  Reply ;  having  little  else  to  retreat  to  when  pressed. 
Yet  you  love  not  metaphysical  speculations.  Let  us  see,  how- 
ever, what  these  curious  things  are :  '*  that  is,  either  derived 
^^  and  underived  are  the  same,  and  the  Son  has  the  underived 
^^  perfectioDs  of  the  Father  derivatively :  or  else  self-existence 
*^  and  underived  self-sufficiency  are  no  perfection  at  all."*^  Here 
is  nothing  in  this  matter  but  quibbling  upon  the  word  same ; 
which  must  admit  of  a  closer  and  larger  sense  :  or  else  there  is 
no  such  thing  as  same  sibbstance  or  same  perfe<^ion  in  the  world :  I 
am  sure  in  your  way  of  considering  every  thing  as  eaatended^  there 
is  not.  To  answer  them  more  directly ;  the  perfections  of  the 
Father  and  of  the  Son  are  eqwd^  and  the  same  in  Hndy  though 
diffiaring  in  tiie  manmr  of  existing,  underivativelff^  and  derived 
tively :  and  they  are  also  the  same  in  number ,  by  reason  of  their 
inseparable  unity  and  coexistence.  That  union  is  sufficient  to 
make  sameness,  numerical  sameness,  you  must  allow,  as  I  have 
often  hinted:  otherwise  how  do  you  suppose  innumerable  ex- 
tended parts  of  substance  to  make  one  numerical  substance !  Or 
will  you  venture  to  say,  that  they  are  the  same  specifically j  and 
no  otherwise,  making  many  substances  in  number^  though  the 
same  in  iind  f  These  metaphysical  subtilties  therefore  ought  to 
be  dismissed,  as  beii^  of  no  use  in  our  present  question.  The 
same  substance  or  the  same  perfections  may  be  both  derived  and 
underived ;  allowing  such  a  sense  of  same  as  you  admit  yourself 
in  other  cases. 

I  charged  you  with  begging  the  question  all  the  way,  as  con* 
founding  a  disiincUon  of  Persons  with  diCTerence  of  natwre.  You 
have  nothing  to  say  to  naiure.  But  what  is  the  meaning  oi 
this  shifting,  but  shutting  your  eyes  against  a  necessary  distinc- 
tion^ which  at  once  discovers  the  fallacy  of  your  reasonings,  and 
leaves  you  uttwly  destitute  of  any  further  reply  ?  It  is  not  that 
you  understand  not  nature  :  but  you  understand  it  too  well  to  be 
ever  capable  of  getting  over  so  clear  and  plain  a  distinction. 
You  have  nothing  further  worth  notice,  till  you  come  to  con- 
sider antiquity,  p.  375. 
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I  began  with  Justin  Martyr,  shewing  that  he  maintains  the 
worship  of  the  Son ;  and  upon  my  principles,  not  yours.  You 
cite  some  passages  out  of  him  to  prove  the  contrary.  I  stand 
amazed  at  your  note,  p.  375.  wherein  you  insinuate,  as  if  Justin 
were  for  the  worship  of  angeb ;  nay,  and  had  set  them  before 
the  Holy  Ghost.  I  little  thought  you  would  fall  in  with  Bellar- 
mine  and  other  Roman  Catholics,  in  an  interpretation  which  has 
been  so  often  confuted  by  learned  Protestants.  I  will  not  do 
over  again  what  has  been  done  to  my  hands.  Let  the  reader 
consult  the  authors  in  the  margin  >  upon  that  passage  of  Justin. 
Justin  speaks  of  honouring  the  Son  in  the  second  place :  he  does 
not  say  with  inferior  worship :  he  says  expressly  second  in  order. 
He  says  also,  that  the  Word,  who  is  0/ the  tmoreated^  or  necessary 
existing  Godx,  (intimating  thereby,  as  I  conceive,  the  necessary 
existence  also  of  the  \6yos  himself,)  we  worship,  and  we  love  next 
after  Ood,  Next  in  order  again,  he  does  not  say  with  inferior 
worship,  or  inferior  love.  He  adds  the  reason  why  we  are  to 
love  him,  namely,  on  account  of  his  merits  in  our  redemption. 

Your  next  quotation  from  Justin  proves  only  that  God  has 
commanded  his  Son  to  be  worshipped:  and  so  has  Christ  com- 
manded us  to  worship  his  Father.  What  is  this  to  the  point  of 
inferior  worship ! 

Your  last  proves,  that  we  worship  the  Father  through  Christ ; 
which  I  readily  admit. 

What  you  say  to  Athenagoras  and  Theophilus  requires  no 
further  answer  than  what  I  have  given  more  than  once.  As  to 
Tertullian,  I  have  shewn  before,  that  he  is  directly  against 
inferior  worship.  You  have  nothing  from  Clemens,  but  that  Qt)d 
is  worshipped  through  Christ ;  which  is  wide  of  the  purpose. 
As  to  the  place  cited  by  you  out  of  his  Protrepticum,  it  has  been 
considered  above'. 

Irenseus  is  plainly  on  my  side  of  the  question,  as  never  making 
any  distinction  of  supreme  and  inferior  worship,  never  allowing 
worship  to  any  creaJture^  asserting  Father  and  Son  together  to 
be  ofiM  God,  and  testifying  that  the  same  acts  of  adoration^  under 

*  Le  Moyne  Var.   Sacr.   Not.   p.  infTov)  KaldppriTovO€ov  A6yovfi€rii'rit¥ 

180.    Bull.  D.  F.  p.  7a.    Op.  Posth.  Q€6vnpoa-Kvvoiju(v,Ka\dya:jrSfAaf,eir€i- 

p.  963,  1037.  Qend  Histor.  Eccles.  d^  «eal  di*  r^fxas  apBpvwog  ytyowtv,  Sm»t 

ft6l6.    Nourr.  Apparat.   ad   Bibl.  km  tw  vaBw  rmr  fiyLmptay  frvmUro^ 

az.  p.  414.  x^^  y€p6fi€vos,  koH  Vkuruf  woitfirfraL. 

As  to  angels  hemg  taught  by  God  Apol.  ii.  p.  35. 

the  Son,  see  Clem.  ^ex.  p.  769.  Iren.  '  Pa^e  455. 

p.  1 63.  Cyril.  Hierosol.  p.  90.  ed.  Bened.  *  Qui  igitur  a  prophetis  adorabatur 

7  T6y  yiip  6n6  aytvtnfrov  (leg.  aye-  Deus  vivus ;  hie  est  vivorum  Dens  «t 
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the  Old  Testament  were  applied  to  both.  You  have  two  ob- 
jections to  make  against  it :  one,  that  Irenseus  makes  a  prayer 
to  God  thnmgh  Jesu8  Christ ;  which  has  no  difficmlty :  the  other 
is,  that  every  knee,  according  to  the  goodpleamre  of  the  Father, 
is  to  how  to  Christ ;  which  scarce  carries  the  face  of  an  objection. 
For  why  may  not  the  Father,  who,  according  to  his  good 
pleasure,  makes  known  himself,  and  demands  worship  to  himself^ 
do  the  like  for  his  Son  i 

Hitherto  the  point  in  dispute  is  clearly  determined  on  my 
side,  by  antiquity.  Origen'*s  principles  appear  more  disputable : 
but  when  he  is  rightly  understood,  he  will  be  also  an  advocate 
on  the  same  side.  I  shall  first  lay  down  the  arguments  on  my 
side,  and  vindicate  the  same  from  your  exceptions :  and  then 
shall  consider  what  counter-evidence  you  have  pretended  out  of 
him. 

I.  In  the  first  place,  Origen  declares  fully  against  the  worship 
of  all  creatures^  whatever;  clearly  distinguishing  the  Son  from 
the  ereaiures. 

This  you  say  nothing  to. 

*2.  The  reasom  which  Origen  founds  worship  on  are  applicable 
to  the  Son,  as  well  as  to  the  Fattier.  The  uncreated  nature, 
ayivTjTos  <^i;<rty,  is  adorable  as  such :  but  such  is  the  nature  of 
God  the  Son  :  I  have  proved  above,  that  he  makes  the  Son 
iyivrjros.  The  brjiuovpybs  rev  irawoy,  Creator  of  the  universey  is 
adorable  as  such  :  but  such  also  is  the  Son.  To  this  you  object, 
(p.  380.)  that  the  Father  is  primarily  Creator,  (so  you  ought  to 
have  rendered  Trpdros  brjjuovpyov^  and  not  primarily  Maker,)  the 
Son  only  immediate  Maker,  at  the  Father^s  command.  But  a 
difference  in  order  or  manner  makes  no  difference  in  the  thing 
itself:  or  if  there  be  any,  the  Son  is  more  properly  Creator  than 
the  Father,  according  to  the  strictness  of  the  expression  in 
Origen. 

Origen'^s  doctrine  is,  that  he  who  made  all  things  is  adorable,  as 
such :  and  he  asserts  expressly,  that  the  Son  made  all  things,  the 
very  words<^.  To  which  you  again  object,  that  he  made  them  at 
the  commaml  of  the  Father :  which  I  allow  in  such  sense  as  the 
ancients  meant  it,  explained  above.  But  the  point  of  worship  is 
not  put  upon  the  prim^iry  manner  of  making,  nor  upon  the 

Verbmn  ejus,  mii  et   loquutus    est  ^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  419, 

Moysi,  &c. Ipse  igitur  Christus  425. 

cum  Patre   vivorum  est  Deus    qui  "  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  425. 
|0quutu8  est  Moysi,  &c.  p.  232. 
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eommanding  to  make,  by  Origen,  but  upon  the  mating :  so  that 
in  this  respect  there  is  no  difference. 

3.  I  further  pleaded  Orig«a's  supposing  the  Son  to  be  ioor- 
shipped^  because  God^.  And  I  have  above  proved^,  that  he  is 
to  be  worshipped  as  one  God  with  the  Father :  therefore  their 
worship  is  one^  not  tioo  toorsMps,  supreme  and  inferior. 

4.  I  pleaded,  lastly,  that  the  worship  of  Father  and  Son  i» 
imeparably  and  wndividedly  one,  according  to  Origen.  Hi^ 
words  are :  ^'  Now  he  has  ascended  to  the  God  of  the  universe^ 
*^  who  wndividedly^  inseparably^  wnpartedly  worships  him  through 
"  the  Son,  the  Word  and  Wisdmn,  of  God,  seen  in  Jeius^  who  alone 
"  brings  those  to  him  that^*"  &c. 

You  were  sensible  how  strong  this  passage  was  against  yoor 
principles ;  and  therefore  endeavoured  to  pervert  the  sense,  by 
foisting  in  a  word  into  your  translation.  You  say,  "'  with  an 
"  undivided,  undistracted,  unparted  affection.'"  Where  do  you 
meet  with  affections  f  Or  how  came  it  in  here,  where  the  author 
is  not  talking  of  the  tmdistractedness  o/our  affections^  but  the  un-, 
divided  worship  of  Father  and  Son?  He  is  commenting  on 
I  Cor.  viii.  6.  where  it  is  said,  "  one  God,  of  whom  are  all 
"  things, '**  and  also  "  one  Lord,  by,  or  through,  whom  are  all 
^  things  f '  and  this  made  him  bring  in  the  discourse  of  worshipr^ 
ping  one  by  the  other  inseparably.  What  follows  in  that  sen- 
tence further  shews,  that  this  must  be  his  meaning ;  where  he 
observes,  that  it  is  the  Son  only,  who  is  the  very  Word  and 
Wisdom  of  God  (well  therefore  may  he  be  amdivided  from  God) 
that  brings  men  to  God.  This  then  may  shew  you  what  wor- 
shipping the  Father  through  the  Son  means  in  Origen:  it  is 
directing  the  worship  to  the  Father ;  but  so  as  to  look  upon  the 
Son  as  inseparably  worshipped  in  the  same  act.  I  illustrated 
the  thought  by  a  parallel  place  of  the  elder  Cyril?,  which  you 
take  no  notice  of. 

*  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  46.  xi.  p.  143.  Ox. 

*  Page  436,  466.  Mia  yap  €<mv  rj  BaWtftf  Koi  Sta  rovro 
'  *Ayq|3c)9i7«e€  dc  vp6s  t6v  eirl  naai    fiia  rifi^  Koi  fUa  iarl  npoaiannfats,  17  €r 

Q€6v,  6  oo-x^OTCDf  Koi  d^uupenos  Kol  via  koi  Si    avrov  yipofuvri  r^  irarpi' 

dfji€pi<rnos  avrov  at^iov  Sia  tov  fji6vov  Kai  6  oirro)  npoo'Kvv&v,  (va  Qfoy  npoa-' 

irpoaayovTOf  €K€iv^vlov,Tov QeoyXSyov  kvvci.   Athan.  Orat,  p.  ^,  ^^^. 
Koi  <ro<f>ias  iv  r^  Irjaov  B€<ii>povfievov,        Dum  ad  solius   Patris   personam 

&c.    Oriff.  contr,  Cels.  p.  383.  honoris  Sermo  dirigitur,  benecreden- 

f  MrfT€  Sia  t6  npav  rov  varepa  vo-  tis  fide,  tota  Trinitas  honoratur.     Et 

fu{(iv,  €v  Ti  T&v  dT}fjuovpyrffidTo>v  t6v  cum  ad   Patrem,  litantis  destinatur 

vl6v  vn-oTTTcvo-cDficv,  ciXX'  fir  irar^p  St  intentio,8acrificiimunu8omniTnnitati 

iv6s  vUw  npoa-KwdoBa,  Kai  firj  ficpi-  uno  eodemque  oflfertur  litantis  officio. 

C<<H?a>  ff  TTpoa-Kvyriais,   Cyril,  Catech,  Fulgent,  ad  Monim,  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  p.  31. 
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Having  now  seen  what  Origen'*s  real  and  certain  doctrine  was 
upon  this  head,  it  will  be  the  easier  to  take  off  the  force  of  your 
pretended  counter-evidence  from  the  same  Origen. 

There  is  but  one  passage,  in  his  whole  treatise,  that  looks  at 
all  favourable  to  your  principles ;  and  that  being  obscure,  and 
of  doubtful  meaning,  ought  never  to  be  set  against  momy  and 
plain  ones,  but  rather  to  be  interpreted  by  them.  I  gave  a 
sufficient  answer  to  it  before,  producing  the  passage  in  the 
margin.  You  tell  me  that,  "  for  a  very  good  reason  I  thought 
*^  not  fit  to  translate  it.**'  I  must  own,  I  do  not  love  to  abound 
in  translations,  only  to  swell  pages;  while  I  suppose  myself 
writing  more  for  the  use  of  stAolars,  than  for  the  populace,  who 
are  scarce  competent  judges  of  our  disputes  about  oMiquity,  I 
perceive,  you  are  very  full  of  translaiiom,  out  of  Eusebius  espe- 
cially ;  as  if  you  intended  show  more  than  any  thing  else :  for 
they  are  of  no  more  real  weight,  than  if  I  were  to  translate  as 
much  out  of  Alexander,  Athanasius,  or  Cyril  the  elder,  and  throw 
it  before  the  readers.  But  this  by  the  way.  I  return  to  Origen. 
The  passage,  justly  and  literally  rendered,  runs  thus :  ^^  All 
''  stippUcatian,  and  prayer,  and  intercession,  and  tlumksgimng, 
"  are  to  be  sent  up  to  the  God  over  all,  by  the  High  Priest, 
*'  who  is  above  all  angels,  being  the  living  Word,  and  God, 
"  And  we  may  also  offer  supplication  to  the  Word  himself,  and 
*^  intercession,  and  thanksgiving,  and  prayer ;  if  we  can  but 
*'  understand  how  prayer  is  taken  in  propriety  of  speech,  or  in  an 
"  improper  sense**.'' 

What  I  gather  from  this  passage  is,  \h9i.t  prayer  in  the  most 
proper  sense  is  to  be  understood  of  prayer  directed  immediately 
to  the  Father.  This  has  been  the  most  usual  and  common 
method  of  praying  :  wherefore  this  kind  of  praying  has  obtained 
generally  the  name  of  prayer,  and  is  what  the  word  prayer  has 
been  ordinarily  used  to  mean.  Origen  does  not  say,  that  the 
prayers,  suppUcatioTis,  intercessions,  and  thanksgivings,  offered  to 
God  the  Son,  are  none  of  them  properly  so  called;  but  he 
makes  his  remark  upon  prayer  only :  and  he  does  not  say,  that 
even  prayer,  when  directed  to  God  the  Son,  is  not  proper  divine 

**  nwraw  fUv  dtfjiriv  yap  koH  npotrtV'  €av  iviwfuOa  KaTcucov€iv  -r^r  ir€pl  7rpo<r- 

XOV,  Koi  tfvT€v(iv,  Kcu  cv;^apMrrMM»  dwx-  cv^^r   icvptoXcf  cox,    koi   Karaxpria-enos, 

ir€iiirT€op  T^  €7rl  Tracrt  Gc^,  diA  tov  (ttI  Orig,  contr.  Cels.  lib.  V,  p.  333. 

irayr»p  ayy(k»v  dpxup€ios,  ipy^X'^  ^id.  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  ii.  c.  9.  p. 

A&yovKoiQfov'  b€Tj<rou(Ba  dtKoi  avrov  I3i.  Bingham.  Ori^.  Eccl.  lib.xiii. 

TOV  \6yov,  KOI  €VT€v$6p€da  avrS  koi  c.  2.  p.  45,  &c.    Origen.  Trcpl  €vx-  p* 

€{r)(apivrr)<Top(v,  mil  npoatv^ptva  df,  78.  in  notis. 
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worshipy  or  that  it  is  another  worship,  or  an  inferior  worship : 
nor  can  any  such  consequences  be  justly  drawn  from  his  words. 
All  that  we  are  obliged  to  grant,  in  virtue  of  this  passage, 
is,  that  one  part  of  divine  worship  called  prayer^  is  most  pro- 
perly and  emphatically  je>ray^r,  when  directed  to  the  Jirst  Person 
of  the  Grodhead ;  inasmuch  as  that  method  of  praying  has  been 
most  customary  and  prevailing,  and  has  thereby,  in  a  manner, 
engrossed  the  name  of  prayer  to  itself:  just  as  addresses^  by 
being  most  commonly  offered  to  a  prince,  come  at  length,  by 
use,  to  mean  addresses  of  that  kind  only  ;  and  then  addresses  to 
others  are  not  so  properly  addresses.  Prayer  then,  properly,  or 
emphatically  speaking,  is  praying  to  the  Father,  to  whom  all 
j^rskyer  primarily  belongs.  Allowing  this  to  be  Origen's  mean- 
ing, (and  it  ts  the  Yery  utmost  that  can  be  made  of  it,)  how  will 
you  prove  s^ipreme  and  inferior  worship  from  it  ? 

I  have  before  observed,  that  the  worship  of  the  Son,  according 
to  Origen,  is  properly  dimne ;  being  offered  to  him  as  Creator, 
and  as  necessarily  existing ^  and  as  God:  and  I  observed  also,  that 
Father  and  Son  together  are  worshipped  as  one  God.  I  observed 
further,  that  even  in  prayers  directed  to  the  Father  through  the 
Son,  the  Son  is  supposed,  by  Origen,  to  be  worshijq)ed  undi- 
mdedly  in  the  same  act.  How  then  do  you  make  out  your  two 
worships  f  Suppose  the  prayer  to  pass  through  or  hy  the  Son  to 
the  Father ;  still  it  is  one  prayer,  one  worship,  considered  as 
belonging  to  both  in  a  different  manner.  For  as  the  one  work  of 
creating  descends,  as  it  were, /rom  the  Father  hy  the  Son;  who 
are  therefore  one  Creator:  so  the  one  tcorship  ascends,  as  it 
were,  by  the  Son  to  the  Father ;  who  are  therefore  one  object  of 
worship.  You  should  have  proved  two  unequat  worships :  but 
you  have  proved  no  more  than  this,  that  one  and  the  same  wor- 
ship, diversely  considered,  is  paid  to  both,  in  the  very  same  act : 
to  the  Father  directly,  as  hmn^  primcmly  nxiA  eminenUyGTedkioTy 
God,  &c.  and  supreme  in  order  and  oflSce  ;  to  the  Son  obliquely, 
or  interpretatively,  as  being  equaUy  God,  Creator,  &c.  but  God 
of  Gody  and  mediating  between' God  and  man.  There  is  there- 
fore no  difference  in  the  worship  itself,  no  superiority  or  inferi^ 
orityj  no  acknowledgment  of  higher  and  loioer  perfections :  but 
the  same  worship,  the  same  acknowledgments  of  the  same 
infinite  perfections,  admit  of  a  different  manner  of  application, 
to  keep  up  a  sense  of  the  distinction  of  Persons,  order,  and 
offices. 

You  represent  Bishop  Bull  (p.  383.)  as  making  a  distinction 
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of  one  warship  paid  to  tho  Son  as  God  absolutely,  and  another 
worship  paid  to  him  as  God  of  God^  This  is  not  a  just  repre- 
sentation of  Bishop  Bull,  as  if  he  admitted  one  and  (mother 
worship,  two  tcorships,  to  God  the  Son ;  when  he  makes  but  one 
trorship  of  all,  due  to  Father  and  Son.  This,  I  suppose,  was  to 
give  some  colour  to  your  own  ht/pothesis.  Bishop  Bull'*s  meaning 
is  plainly  this ;  that  the  Son  is  considered  as  divine  whenever 
we  worship  him ;  and  that  that  alone  is  the  foundation  of  his 
worship''.  But  we  may  consider  him  barely  as  divine ,  abstract- 
ing from  all  relations  of  order  and  office ;  or  divine  in  such  an 
order^  or  together  with  the  offi^ce  of  Mediator.  The  divine  wor- 
ship  is  the  same,  under  these  three  conceptions^  because  divine 
enters  them  all :  but  the  additional  consideration  of  order  and 
office^  in  the  two  last,  makes  a  difference,  not  in  the  worship 
itself  but  in  the  order  and  manner  of  applying  it. 

You  proceed  to  cite  another  passage  of  Origen^,  where  argu- 
ing ad  hominem,  (as  the  Schools  call  it,)  he  pleads  a  command 
for  the  worship  of  Christ,  against  Gelsus ;  who  could  plead  no 
command  for  the  worship  of  the  Pagan  deities.  This  was 
indeed  shewing  a  very  great  difference  in  the  two  cases,  such  as 
was  worth  insisting  upon :  but  it  does  not  from  hence  follow, 
(the  contrary  is  very  evident,)  that  Origen  ever  fotmded  the 
worship  of  Ohrist  upon  mere  command^  without  reference  to  the 
dignity  and  real  (Uvinity  of  his  Person.  What  you  further  cite 
from  the  piece  ircpl  cvx^s,  whether  Origen'^s  own,  or  foisted  in  by 
some  other  hand,  is  of  no  moment  in  the  case,  being  clearly  con- 
tradicted in  his  treatise  against  Gelsus,  which  is  certainly 
genmney  and  contains  Origen's  last  and  maturest  thoughts  upon 
the  subject.  Do  you  ever  find  Origen  placing  the  Son  among 
the  y€vr}frh,  in  his  book  against  Gelsus  ?  Doth  he  not  constantly 
distinguish  him  from  them,  and  set  him  above  them,  making 
him  iyivrjTos,  as  I  have  proved  i  Or  does  he  ever  deny  that 
Ghrist  is  to  be  prayed  to  at  all ;  as  this  author  of  the  piece 
Tr€pl  cvxrjs  does  i  No,  but  he  frequently,  plainly,  and  fully  as- 
serts the  contrary. 

What  you  add  (p.  386.)  about  doxologies  is  low  and  trifling ; 


*  Vid.  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  ii.  c.  9.  s.  not  merely  mediatorial.  From  whence 

XV.  p.  120.  let  the  reader  judge  with  what  truth 

k  Vid.  Bull.  Prim.  Trad.  p.  36.  ox  fairness  you  represent  Bishop  Bull 

N.  B.  The  design  of  this  piece  of  Bi-  as  differinc  from  me,  in  the  allowing 

shop  Bull,  is  to  prove  that  tne  worship  mediatoruu  worship,  p.  1 30. 

paid  to  Christ  is  properly  divine,  and        ^  Grig,  contr.  Uels.  p.  384. 
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especially  after  that  matter  has  been  so  carefiilly  and  accurately 
discussed  by  learned  hands.  And  your  quoting  the  lying  Phi- 
lostorgius  in  a  matter  of  fact  of  Flavian's  introducing  a  new 
kind  of  doxology,  which  he  reports  against  the  faith  of  all 
history"*,  is  a  great  aflfront  upon  your  readers. 

I  might  quote  you  a  better  authority  than  Philostorgius^ 
namely^  Theodorit",  to  prove  that  Arius  introduced  a  change  of 
the  ancient  doxohgies.  But  learned  men  know  that  neither  of 
those  accounts  is  true :  but  that  dow6logie$  of  both  sorts  were  in 
use  long  before  either  Flavian  on  one  side  or  Arius  on  the 
other. 

You  go  on  to  other  writers,  endeavouring  to  prove,  as  you 
say,  mediate  and  uUimaie  worship :  that  is  your  phrase  now, 
inttead  of  inferior  and  supreme ;  because  you  imagine  the  reader 
may  more  easily  be  deceived  under  those  terms,  than  under 
these.  For  if  the  Father  be  but  worshipped  through  dirist ; 
presently  you  cry  out  mediate  worship ;  though  it  be  all  one 
divine  worship,  not  tioo :  and  either  the  Son  is  not  worshipped 
at  all,  in  such  a  case ;  or,  if  he  is,  the  same  worship  is  then 
offered  to  hoth.  The  nature  of  the  worship  is  not  altered  by  the 
manner  of  convetfcmce ;  any  more  than  a  present  of  gold,  made 
to  two  persons,  becomes  Jraw  to  one  and  gold  to  the  other,  only 
by  being  conveyed  through  one  to  the  other.  You  will  never  be 
able  to  prove  any  difference  in  the  nature  or  kind  of  the  wor- 
ship, merely  from  the  economical  manner  of  applying  it.  You 
begin  with  the  Apostolical  Constitutions  ;  which  you  know  are 
of  no  authority  :  and  so  I  shall  not  trouble  myself  to  shew  that 
the  passages,  were  they  really  genuine,  are  nothing  to  your  pur- 
po§0.  You  go  on  to  Polycarp;  who  glorifies  God  thrtmgk 
Christ.  Cyprian  says,  that  the  Father  commanded  hie  Son  to  be 
worshipped:  therefore  his  worship  is  mediate.  Wonderful !  No- 
vatian  says,  if  Christ  be  a  man  only,  why  is  he  invoked  as  Median 
tor  ?  therefore  again  his  worship  is  mediate.  You  did  not  oon- 
sider  Novatian's  notion  of  a  Mediator^  that  he  must  be  both 
God  and  man :  and  so  you  lost  the  whole  force  of  his  argument ; 
which  was  to  prove  the  Son  to  be  God  from  the  invocation^  and 
not  man  only,  as  some  heretics  pretended. 

What  you  cite  from  Lactantius,  I  have  answered  above :  or 
if  I  had  not,  you  must  be  sensible  that  very  little  stress  ought  to 

«  Vid.  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  ii.  c.  3.  p.  51. 
"»  Theod.  Hseret.  Fab.  lib.  iv.  c.  i. 
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be  laid  upon  a  few  imcautious  expressions  of  a  catechumen,  not 
yet  perfectly  instructed  in  the  doctrines  of  the  Churchy  which 
was  the  case  of  Lactantius.  He  hcul^  however,  learned  so  much 
of  the  Church's  doctrine,  as  to  determine  directly  against  you  in 
the  present  question  ;  where  he  says,  one  honowr  belongs  to  both 
as  to  ons  God,  and  that  their  worship  is  inseparable^. 

As  to  Eusebius,  your  last  evidence,  though  I  build  little  upon 
so  late  and  so  suspected  an  authority,  (which,  as  I  have  often 
hinted^  you  ought  no  more  to  urge  against  me,  than  I  to  urge 
Alexander,  Cyril,  Athanasius,  or  Hilary,  against  you,)  yet  nei- 
ther had  he  any  such  mean  thoughts  of  God  the  Son,  as  you 
have :  nor  did  he  found  his  toorskip  upon  any  such  low  principles ; 
which  I  have  shewn  above.  He  is,  however,  the  first  you  could 
find,  among  such  as  have  been  ever  called  Catholics,  who  pre- 
tended to  say,  that  Father  and  Son  are  not  2(r($rt/uu)i,  the  first 
that  durst  ever  flatly  contradict  St.  John,  (or  rather  our  Saviour 
himself  by  St.  John,)  where  he  says,  ^'  that  all  men  should  honour 
"  the  Son,  even  as  they  honour  the  Father,'*''  John  v.  23.  I  con- 
clude with  the  same  declaration  I  formerly  made,  that  '^  I  desire 
"  only  to  have  things  fairly  represented,  as  they  really  are  ;  no 
"  evidence  smothered  or  stifled  on  either  side.  Let  every  reader 
"  see  plainly  what  may  be  justly  pleaded  here  or  there,  and 
"  no  more.'"  Had  you  attended  to  these  good  rules,  which  you 
are  pleased  to  remind  me  of,  and  to  favour  with  your  approba- 
tion, you  might  have  brought  your  book  into  a  less  compass ; 
and  perhaps  have  done  as  much  recU  service  to  your  cause,  and 
less  hurt  to  your  character. 

Query  XVHI. 
Whether  worship  and  adoration,  both  from  men  and  angels,  was  not 
due  to  him,  long  before  the  commencing  of  his  mediatorial  kingdom, 
as  he  was  their  Creator  and  Preserver,  (see  Col.  i.  16,  17.)  and  whe- 
ther that  be  not  the  same  title  to  adoration  which  God  the  Father 
hath,  as  Author  and  Governor  of  the  universe,  upon  the  Doctor's  own 
principles  ? 

IT  is  proper  the  reader  should  be  let  into  the  full  design  and 
purport  of  this  Query,  that  ho  may  be  able  to  pass  a  more  cer- 
tain judgment  of  the  pertinence  or  impertinence  of  your  answer. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  worship  of  Christ  be  founded  upon 

^  Unus  est  honos  utrique  tribuen-  Neutrum  sibi  relinquet,  qui  aut  Pa- 

dus  tanquam  uni  Deo :  et  itadividen-  trem  a  Filio,  aut  Filium  a  Patre  se- 

dus  est  per  duos,  cultus,  ut  divisio  cemit.  hact.  Epit.  c.  xlix.  p.  141.  ed* 

ipsa  compage  inseparabili  vinciatur.  Cant. 
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any  thing  cmtecedmt  to  his  incarnation  and  exaltation,  or  only 
upon  the  powers  then  supposed  to  be  given  him.  If  it  was 
founded  on  any  thing  antecedent,  then  the  Doctor  and  you  have 
very  impertinently  cited  Matt,  xxviii.  18.  John  v.  22,  23.  Phil. 
ii.  10,  II.  and  the  like  texts,  as  carrying  in  them  the  sole 
foundation  of  his  worship^  after  the  manner  of  the  Socinians :  if 
it  \^'as  not  founded  on  any  thing  antecedent^  what  account  can 
you  give  of  Christ's  being  Creator,  of  his  being  God  before  the 
creation,  John  i.  1 .  of  his  having  "  glory  before  the  world  was,'* 
and  the  like  ?  In  short,  the  Doctor  is  here  confounded  between 
two  schemes,  Socinian  and  Arian,  and  very  unskilfully  endeavours 
to  tack  both  together ;  which  is  utterly  impracticable.  Either 
let  him  found  the  worship  of  the  Son  upon  what  was  aniecedeni 
to  the  incarnation,  and  then  he  may  tolerably  go  on  upon  the 
Arian  scheme :  or  if  he  chooses  to  found  it  entirely  upon  the 
subsequent  powers,  he  is  all  over  Socinian,  and  does  not  know  it. 

My  design  is  not  to  suffer  you  to  take  the  advantage  of  hath 
the  schemes,  which  are  utterly  inconsistent  with  each  other. 
You  must  either  drop  your  Arian  principles,  and  so  settle  in 
Socinianism:  or  if  you  resolve  to  retain  your  Arian  tenets,  you 
must  drop  your  Socinian  pleas,  to  be  all  of  a  piece.  This  is  what 
you  may  easily  be  driven  to ;  and  that  was  the  design  of  this 
Query.  If  the  reader  takes  this  along  with  him,  he  wiU  readily 
perceive  how  hard  you  are  here  pressed ;  and  how  elusive  and 
insufficient  all  your  answers  are. 

You  say,  whenever  the  medioitorial  kingdom  began,  the  worship 
however  of  Christ  was  by  the  command  of  the  Father.  That 
I  allow :  and  so  was  also  the  worship  of  the  Father  first  intro- 
duced by  the  command  of  the  Father.  Hitherto  you  are  only 
shifting ;  and  come  not  to  the  pinch  of  the  question ;  namely, 
when  the  worship  began,  or  whereon  it  was  fownded.  What  fol- 
lows, (p.  392.)  is  still  evading,  and  running  from  the  point  in 
question.  What  comes  nearest  to  it  is  your  saying,  that  he  by 
whom  God  created  all  things  has  not  the  same  title  to  adoration 
with  him  who  created  all  things  by  him.  Well :  but  has  he  any 
title  at  all  upon  the  foot  of  his  being  Creator  f  Or  do  you  make 
him  a  mere  nominal  Creator?  If,  according  to  Heb.  i.  10.  "  ho 
"  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth,"  and  if"  the  heavens  were  the 
"  works  of  his  hands  ;*"  and  if  he  ^as  God  before  the  creation, 
(according  to  John  i.  i.)  then  shew  me,  that  the  power  of 
judging,  or  any  thing  of  like  nature  subsequent,  ever  could  be  a 
higher  or  an   equal  foundation  of  worship  with  what  has  been 
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mentioned.  You  cannot  shew,  that  he  was  made  a  Ood  after 
his  resurrection :  but  it  is  plain,  and  you  cannot  gainsay  it,  that 
he  was  Chd  before  the  creation.  Wherefore  I  insist  upon  it, 
that  he  had  as  clear  and  full  a  title  to  worship  before  his  incar- 
nation, as  any  you  can  shew  after :  and  therefore  it  is  strangely 
inconsistent  of  you  iofownd  his  worship  upon  the  power  ofjudg^ 
ing^  &c.  No  one  ever  would  do  this  that  believed  the  Son  to  be 
God  and  Creator  (though  in  a  lower  sense  than  the  Father) 
before  the  world.  The  Socinians  were  shrewd  men,  and  shewed 
some  parts  and  sagacity  in  the  working  up  their  scheme.  They 
founded  the  worship  of  Christ  upon  iho  power  of  judging^  and  his 
exaltation ;  but  then  they  were  never  so  silly  as  to  suppose  him 
God  and  Creator  before.  The  Arians  founded  the  worship  of 
Christ  upon  his  being  Creator  and  Ood  before  the  world :  but 
then  they  were  not  so  weak  as  to  found  it  upon  the  power  of 
jvdging^  &c.  Whereas  you,  to  give  a  specimen  of  your  great 
dexterity  in  forming  a  scheme,  have  marvellously  tacked  two 
parts  together,  one  of  which  will  suit  only  with  the  Socinian 
scheme,  the  other  only  with  the  Arian  or  Catholic;  thereby 
betraying  great  unskilfulness  and  want  of  thought.  Which  of 
these  parts  you  will  at  length  give  up,  I  know  not:  but  all 
men  of  sense  and  common  discernment  will  laugh  at  you  for 
holding  both. 

When  I  wrote  my  Defence,  the  Doctor  had  not  determined 
that  God  the  Father  is  ever  called  God^  in  Scripture,  in  the 
melaphymal  sense.  Worship  even  of  him  was  to  be  founded  only 
upon  his  office^  (God  was  then  a  name  of  office)  relative  to  us. 
I  was  therefore  of  opinion,  that  if  the  Son  was  Creator^  as  great 
an  office  as  any,  and  as  highly  meriting  of  us,  he  must  then,  upon 
the  Doctor's  own  principles,  have  the  same  title  to  adoration  as 
the  Father  himself  had :  nor  do  I  see,  that  you  have  yet  been 
able  to  baffle  this  reasoning.  You  have  been  forced  to  allow, 
(obliged  thereto  by  the  unanimous  current  of  antiquity,  Eusebius 
not  excepted,)  that  the  Son  is  immediate  Artificer,  or  Creator^  of 
the  universe.  This  is  meriting  as  highly  of  us  as  is  possible ; 
more,  one  would  imagine,  than  merely  giving  out  comm^ands ; 
which  is  an  honour  you  reserve  peculiar  to  the  Father.  If  there- 
fore worship  be  founded,  not  upon  any  dignity  and  excellency  of 
nature^  but  upon  relative  offi^ces  ;  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  Son^s 
title  to  our  worship  is  as  clear  and  full  as  possible,  upon  your 
oicn  principles  i  such,  I  mean,  as  they  were  at  that  time.  My 
argument  therefore  was  good  when  I  made  it ;  however  you  may 
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have  varied  your  notions  since.  I  add  further^  that  my  ai^gu- 
ment^  from  the  hand  the  Son  had  in  crecsiing^  will  remain  impre^ 
nable  for  an  equality  of  worship^  whatever  principles  you  take 
up  in  hopes  to  ehide  it:  though  that  particular  was  not  the 
special  purport  of  this  Query. 

You  had  argued  against  creating  being  a  just  fimndcUion  of 
worship,  because  no  act  of  dominion :  to  which  I  replied,  that 
the  same  argument  would  hold  with  respect  to  the  Father  alao  ; 
and  so  his  creating  the  world  would  be  no  foundation  for 
worshipping  him,  being  no  more  an  act  of  dominion  than  the  Son's 
creating  is.  To  which  you  now  reply,  that  the  world  was  made 
by  the  Father's  "  original  absolute  authority  and  power.''  This 
is  not  defending  your/r«^  answer,  but  retreating  to  another. 
However,  this  will  not  do,  any  more  than  the  first.  For  you 
will  never  be  able  to  prove,  that  the  Son  is  not  as  completely 
and  fully  Creator  as  the  Father :  and  Scripture  never  founds 
woitship  upon  the  original  tmderived  manner  of  creating,  which 
you  speak  of,  but  upon  the  creating  itselfp.  What  you  object 
from  Rev.  iv.  lo,  ii.  "created  for  his  pleasure,"  has  been  an- 
swered above 'I.  You  go  on  upon  this  argument  of  the  Son's 
having  the  same  title  that  the  Father  has^  though  but  a  by  part 
of  the  Query.  Not  a  word  do  you  say  to  clear  yourself  erf 
Socvnianism ;  not  a  syllable  to  vindicate  your  inconsistency  in 
founding  the  Son's  worship  upon  his  mediatorial  potoers  given 
after  his  resurrection  ;  at  the  same  time  admitting  that  he  was 
Crod  before  the  world,  and  created  the  world.  This  perhaps  was 
too  tender  a  point  to  be  touched. 

To  pursue  you  in  your  own  way.  I  pleaded  John  xvii.  5. 
"  Glorify  me  with  the  glory,"  &c.  not  to  prove  that  the  Son  had 
the  same  title  to  worship  which  the  Father  has ;  but  to  shew  that 
the  glory  he  had  after  his  incarnation  was  not  greater  than  he  had 
before :  and  therefore  it  was  a  weak  thing  of  you  to  overlook  lus 
former  glories,  equal  to  any,  and  to  found  his  worship  upon  what 
came  after.  To  this  you  reply,  (p.  394.)  **  His  being  restored  to 
"  the  glory  he  had  before,  does  not  prove  that  the  power  of 
^^  judgment,  &c.  was  not  an  additional  exaltation."  Yes,  but 
it  proves  something  more ;  that  even  after  all  judgment  was  com- 
mitted to  him^  he  was  yet  not  invested  with  that  ghry^  not  with 
so  great  glory ^  (for  why  should  he  ask  for  less,  if  he  had  greater,) 
as  he  Ao^  before  the  toorld  was.     But  you  add,  that  '^  if  the  Son 

P  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  73,  74.  **  Fuge^ig, 
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"  had  the  same  right  to  glory  that  the  Father  had,  it  could  be 
"  no  more  proper  for  the  Son  to  pray  to  the  Father,  to  glorify  him^ 
'^  than  for  the  Father  to  pray  to  the  Son."^  But  the  case  is 
different,  because  the  Son  was  incarnate,  and  not  the  Father : 
therefore  it  became  the  Son  to  jpray,  but  not  the  Father.  Aye 
but^  say  you,  could  not  the  Son  himself  have  given  it  by  his  own 
authority  I  Yes ;  but  as  the  Father  did  not  disdain  to  receive 
glory  from  the  Son,  why  should  the  Son  refuse  to  receive  ghry 
from  the  Father  ?  As  to  Irenseus^s  testimony,  that  the  Son  was 
of  old  worshipped  together  with  the  Father,  it  is  a  very  plain 
one ;  and  I  have  given  it  above  "•.  The  Father  and  Son  together 
are  there  expressly  styled  the  "  God  of  the  living  i"^  and  it  was 
the  "  God  of  the  living^  that  the  Patriarchs  adored. 

You  have  a  pleasant  remark  (p.  142.)  on  that  passage  of 
Irenseus :  you  say,  I  take  no  notice  of  the  emphatical  words, 
remrrecHo  a/uiem  ipse  Dominus  eet.  Behold,  now  I  have  taken 
notice  of  them :  of  what  use  are  they,  I  beseech  you,  in  our  pre- 
sent debate !  How  do  they  at  all  lessen  the  force  of  my  argu- 
ment! Would  you  have  it,  that  Christ  was  adored  by  the 
Patriarchs  of  old,  as  God^  because  he  was  to  be  exalted  to  be 
God  2000  years  after?  You  should  speak  out  plainly,  that  a 
reader  may  understand  you :  unless  your  design  be  to  give  a  hint 
as  if  you  had  something  material  to  say,  when  you  have  really 
nothing.  It  puts  me  in  mind  of  the  Modest  Pleader,  who  once 
thinking  himself  obliged  to  quote,  at  full  length,  a  noted  passage 
of  Bishop  Pearson  ^,  which  had  been  usually  cut  into  halves,  (the 
latter  half  begins  with,  ^^  and  therefore,*")  he  claps  this  note  upon 
it :  ^'  What  that  learned  writer  meant  by  the  word  therefore,  I 
^^  submit  to  the  judicious  reader^^  No  doubt  but  he  would 
have  ihe  Judiciom  reader  imagine  there  is  something  weighty  in 
the  remark ;  though  he  can  neither  shew  tohat  nor  why.  But 
to  proceed. 

I  had  referred  to  Eusebius  and  Athanasius,  as  both  agreeing 
that  God  the  Son  was  worshipped  by  Abraham,  Moses,  and  the 
Jewish  Church:  it  was  therefore  the  sense  of  the  ancients 
in  general,  (as  we  may  safely  conclude  from  these  two  writers, 
and  their  agreement;  were  there  no  other  proofs,)  that  God 
the  Son  had  distinct  worship  paid  him  long  before  his  incar- 
nation :  and  therefore  his  worship  (whatever  it  were)  could 
not  be  founded  on  the  commission  to  judge,  or  the  like,  as  you 
have  founded  it.  After  your  many  boasts  of  the  emc^^nto,  ground- 
'  Page  672.        »  See  it  above,  p.  533.        *  Modest  Plea,  p.  213. 
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k«s  and  shameless  as  I  ever  met  %vith,  here  in  a  very  importaot 
point,  the  point  of  warship^  wherein  our  practice  is  nearly  oon- 
corned ;  here,  I  say,  you  run  counter  to  all  the  Catholics  of  the 
primitive  Church ;  nay,  to  all  the  sober  Arians,  who  will  hero- 
after  rise  up  in  judgment  and  condemn  you,  for  founding  Christie 
worship  so  mmnly^  upon  I  know  not  what  powers  given  ailer 
his  resurrection.  They  founded  it  upon  reasons  antecedent  to 
his  incarnation,  upon  his  being  God  before  the  world,  and  Creator 
of  the  world  by  his  own  power". 

You  endeavour  to  shew  that  Eusebius^s  doctrine  about  the 
worship  of  Christ  runs  not  so  high  as  mine.  Perhaps  it  does 
not:  I  did  not  cite  Eusebius  for  that  purpose.  But  I  cited 
him  as  an  evidence,  to  prove  that  all  antiquity  is  directly  and 
fully  against  your  way  of  founding  Christ**s  worship  in  the  potoer 
o/Judffingy  &c.  You  have  none  of  the  ancients,  except  such  as 
Photinus,  or  Paul  of  Samosata,  to  countenance  you  in  it :  the 
Arians,  at  least  the  generah'fcy  of  them,  would  have  been 
ashamed  of  it.  This  is  what  I  before  pressed  you  with ;  and  you, 
in  your  reply,  dissemble  and  totally  conceal  it,  leading  your 
reader  off  to  quite  other  things. 

What  you  have  from  Philo  is  still  diverting,  and  running  off 
from  the  main  point :  nor  are  Philo'^s  notions,  in  this  case,  of 
any  moment  in  the  controversy ;  unless  the  Apostles  and  primi- 
tive Christians  had  no  better  guide  than  Philo.     Philo  might 
hit  upon  some  truths,  but  shaded  with  errors,  and  not  breaking 
out  with  full  lustre  and  brightness.     A  clearer  and  fuller  disco- 
very was  a  privilege  reserved  for  the  Christian  Church.     Your 
remark  (p.  397.)  about  the  an^el  which  appeared  to  Manoah  is 
just :  and  had  you  looked  into  the  last  edition  of  my  Defence, 
you  would  have  found  that  part  corrected.     For  it  is  not  my 
way,  after  I  perceive  any  mistake,  to  persist  in  it. 

To  conclude.  The  reader  is  desired  to  observe,  that  you  had 
been  charged  with  taking  in  two  inconsistent  schemes  (Arian 
and  Socinian)  into  one,  and  tacking  them  very  absurdly  to- 
gether ;  that  you  have  been  called  upon  to  declare  which  of  the 
disjointed  parts  you  will  give  up,  or  else  to  shew  how  it  is  possible 
to  make  them  stand  together;  that  after  mature  deliberation, 
you  have  made  no  answer  to  the  charge,  but  have  passed  it  over 

«  Christum  colimus  ut  Creatorem,  luntate  et  prtecepto  (Patris)  cselestia 

Serm.  Arian.  op.  August,  p.  663.  et  terrestna,  visibilia  et  invisibilia, 

Antequam    faceret   univeroa,   om-  corpora  et  spiritus,  ex  nulUs  ex9tm^ 

nium  futurorum  Deus  et  Dominus,  tibus,   ut   essent,  sua  virtute   fecit 

Rex  et  Creator  erat  constitutus.    Vo-  Serm,  Arianor,  p.  62a. 
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in  profound  silence.   These  are  the  facts ;  let  every  honest  reader 
judge  what  to  infer  from  them. 

QUEBY  XIX. 

Whether  the  Doctor  hath  not  given  a  very  partial  account  of  John  v. 
23.  founding  the  honour  due  to  the  Son  on  this  only,  that  the  Father 
hath  committed  all  judgment  to  the  Son  ;  when  the  true  reason  assigned 
hy  our  Saviour,  and  illustrated  hy  several  instances,  is,  that  the  Son 
doth  the  same  things  that  the  Father  doth,  hath  the  same  power  and 
authority  of  doing  what  he  will ;  and  therefore  has  a  title  to  as  great 
honour,  reverence,  and  regard,  as  the  Father  himself  hath  ?  and  it  is 
no  objection  to  this,  that  the  Son  is  there  said  to  do  nothing  of  himself 
or  to  have  all  given  him  by  the  Father ;  since  it  is  owned  that  the 
Father  is  the  fountain  of  all,  from  whom  the  Son  derives,  in  an  in- 
efiable  manner,  his  essence  and  powers,  so  as  to  be  one  with  him  ? 

THOUGH  you  have  nothing  under  this  Query  but  what  I 
have  before  fully  answered  or  obviated;  yet  because  you  are 
pleased  to  repeat,  I  shall  repeat  also.  Dr.  Clarke's  pretence  is, 
that  Chrisfs  honour  is  fomtded  upon  the  power  ot judgment  com- 
mitted to  him :  I  say,  his  honom*  is  founded  on  the  intrinsic 
excellency  and  cmtecedent  dignity  of  his  Person ;  whereof  the 
power  of  judgment  committed  is  only  a  further  attestation,  and 
a  provisional  security  for  the  payment  of  his  due  honour.  It 
did  not  make  him  worthy y  but  fownd  him  so  :  and  it  was  added, 
that  such  his  high  worth  and  dignity  might  appear  to  men,  and 

be  acknowledged  by  them "  The  Father  hath  committed  all 

^^  judgment  unto  the  Son,  that  all  men  should  honour  the  Son, 
"  even  as  they  honour  the  Father.''*'  This  is  not  giving  us  the 
formal  reojsofn^  or  f&u/ndation  of  his  Aowowr,  but  the  final  reason^ 
or  moving  cause^  why  the  Son  is  to  execute  judgment  rather  than 
the  Father  himself.  It  is  because  men  would  hereby  be  apprised 
of  his  antecedent  worth  and  dignity,  and  at  the  same  time  be 
incited  to  pay  him  suitable  honour,  in  external  acts  of  worship 
and  adoration^  as  to  the  Father  himself.  This  is  the  obvious, 
natural  construction  of  the  place  in  St.  John ;  as  [  before  inti- 
mated. And  I  confirmed  it  by  the  accounts  which  St.  John 
has  given  us  of  his  cmtecedent  dignity,  his  being  God  before  the 
creation,  and  his  creating  the  world  :  which  makes  it  plain,  that 
the  committing  of  judgment  was  no  addition  of  new  dignity,  but 
rather  declarative  of  the  old;  that  it  might  appear  the  more 
fully,  and  be  the  more  secure  of  the  effect  upon  mankind.  This 
reasoning  appearing  to  me  very  clear  and  just,  demanded  as 
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clear  an  answer.  But  you  have  little  to  say,  except  in  the  way 
of  objection  and  repetition,  about  derived  and  wnderived :  which  is 
not  arguing  from  Scripture^  but  from  metaphysical  notions  you 
have  taken  up  about  sameness^  and  such  as  you  allow  not  in  any 
case  but  this ;  contradicting  that  strict  notion  of  sameness,  as 
often  as  you  make  an  infinite  number  of  extended  parts  to  be 
the  same  substance. 

To  what  you  repeat  from  the  Modest  Pleader  about  the 
Father's  being  Fountain,  I  returned  a  sufficient  answer  in  a  note 
to  a  Sermon*.  You  ask,  "  Can  one  person  commit  powers  to 
"  another  who  had  already  in  himself  the  same  powers  V*  Yes, 
by  voluntary  economy y  the  exercise  of  powers  comm^on  to  many 
may  devolve  upon  one  chiefly ;  and  may  run  in  his  name.  I 
gave  you  a  proper  rebuke  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  438.  for 
your  expressing  great  amazement  at  my  prejudice  and  hlindmss 
in  maintaining  only  what  had  been  held  by  all  the  Christian 
churches.  I  reminded  you  of  the  many  wise,  great,  and  good 
men,  whom  you  charged  through  my  sides.  "  This,''  you  say, 
"  is  not  a  right  way  of  dealing  with  Scripture.'"  That  was  not 
the  point :  but  it  might  be  a  right  way  of  dealing  with  a  gentle- 
man who  was  gone  beyond  decorum,  and  appeared  too  full  of 
himself;  forgetting  that  a  m^odest  deference  is  due  to  tcise,  great^ 
and  good  men,  even  where  we  dissent  from  them.  But  to  pass  on^ 

I  charged  your  interpretation  of  John  v.  19.  as  ttnnatural  and 
forced,  making  the  context  incoherent.  "  The  Son  can  do  no- 
"  thing  but  by  commission :  for''  (observe  the  reason)  "  he  can 
''  do  every  thing  the  Father  does."  But  if  the  sense  runs  thus. 
The  Son  being  one  with  the  Father  cam,  do  nothing  separatdy,  tiien 
the  context  is  coherent ;  ^'  for  whatsoever  the  Fath^  doth,  the 
"  Son  does  also,  or  likewise."  You  say,  "  The  word /or,  in  the 
^^  latter  part  of  the  19th  verse,  is  not  the  reason  given  of  what 
'*  went  before,  but  that  the  latter  part  is  a  parenthesis."  But 
who  will  give  you  the  Uberty  of  making  a  parenthesis  where 
there  is  no  occasion,  only  to  serve  an  hypothesis  ?  I  shewed,  ihn.t 
you  cannot  make  your  sense  out  of  the  passage,  but  by  supfriy- 
ing  the  deficiency  of  the  text  with  what  the  text  has  not  said. 
Which  observation  of  mine  you  call  retracing  the  charge  before 
made,  when  it  is  really  enforcing  it :  and  I  preferred  the  Catholic 
interpretation  as  more  ncUtiral,  and  as  arguing  no  deficie^icy  in 
the  text.  Besides  that,  admitting  the  sentence  to  be  elliptical, 
in  order  to  make  the  sense  coherent  in  your  way  of  construction  ; 
^  Sermon  II.  vol.  ii.  p.  55,  56. 
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yet  I  took  notice  further,  how  very  harsh  and  strange  it  must 
sound  for  a  creatwre  to  be  commissioned  to  do  all  thai  the  Creator 
does.  To  which  you  have  nothing  to  reply,  but  that  your  inter- 
pretation does  not  suppose  the  Son  created.  Say  then,  that  he 
is  uncrecUed,  and  let  us  end  the  dispute  ;  provided  only,  you  will 
please  to  mean^  as  well  as  say.  I  accept,  however,  of  your  tacit 
acknowledgment,  that  my  argument  against  the  Son's  being  a 
creature  is  unanswerable.  How  far  you  are  concerned  in  it,  the 
readers  will  judge.  You  go  on ;  "  it  must  be  odd,  and  strange, 
"  that  the  supreme  God  should  be  commissioned.'"  Nothing 
strange  at  all,  that  one  who  is  mpreme  in  order  and  office,  should 
give  commission  to  another  not  suprerm  in  order  or  office ;  though 
both  be  equally  supreme  in  nature ;  which  is  the  true  notion  of 
svpreme  God. 

I  shewed  you  what  answers  had  been  formerly  given  to  your 
objections  by  Hilary,  Chrysostom,  Cyril,  and  Austin :  in  reply 
to  which,  you  tell  me,  that  Novatian  and  Eusebius  were  more 
ancient  Fathers.  But  did  I  put  it  upon  the  authority  of  the 
Fathers  which  I  cited  ?  I  insisted  upon  the  reasons  they  gave, 
against  those  very  pretences  which  you  revive.  And  why  did 
you  not  answer  them!  Their  reasons  were  drawn  from  Scripture, 
and  founded  on  the  text  itself;  against  which  neither  Novatian 
nor  Eusebius  is  of  any  the  least  weight.  But  thus  you  love  to 
disguise  the  true  matter  in  question,  and  to  lead  your  reader  off 
to  something  wide  and  foreign.  However,  Novatian  has  not  a 
word  to  your  purpose;  unless  copying  out  the  Father's  works 
{imitator  opefrum  Patemorwrn)  proves  the  Son  to  be  of  a  different 
nature  from  the  Father.  TertuUian,  ancienter  than  either  Nova- 
tian or  Eusebius,  understands  the  Son's  doing  nothing  of  himself, 
of  the  intimate  conjunction  of  the  Father  and  Son,  the  Son  being 
in  the  Father,  and  seeing  all  that  he  does,  or  rather  all  that  he 
designs  or  conceives^.  He  goes  upon  the  old  notion,  that  the 
designing  or  conceiving  part  belongs  peculiarly  to  the  Father,  the 
execntive  and  fnishing  part  to  the  Son :  and  thus  Father  and  Son 

y  Filius  nihil  a  seroetipso  potest  rpiK&s.  Greg,  Naz,  Orat,  xxxn,  p.  584. 

facer e,  nisi  viderit  Patrem  fisicientem.  Eusebius    has   the   like  thought, 

Pater  enim  sensu  agit ;   Filius  vero  which  he  expresses  however  in  terms 

2ui  in  Patris  sensu  est,  videns  per-  somewhat  harsh, 

dt ;  sic  omnia  per  Filium  facta  simt,  *0  fuv  olv  irarrip  diervirov,  koI  fjroi' 

et  sine  illo  factum  est  nihil.    Tertull.    iia(,€  biavoovfiofos,  &c. 6  dc  rots  rov 

contr.  Prax,  c.  15.  irarpits  Xoyurfwls  ivartviCav,  kclI  u6vos 

T&v  avT&v  vpayfiarmp  Toif£  rvtrovs  eirtmrtvuov  rk  iv  avr^  /3a^,  di  ipytav 

€vaTjfiaivercu  fiiv  6  frar^p,  cTrtrcXci  6f  6  ix^p^hTois rov  7raTp6s  t^vTnjperovfifpos 

Aiyos,  ov  bovkiK&s,  odr  dfioB&s,  aXX*  v€vfiaai.   Euseb,  EccL  TheoL  lib.  iii. 

fin<rnffAovtK&s,Ka\olKtt6Ttpovtt7rtiv,ira-  c.  3.  p.  164. 
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were  jointly  concerned  in  every  operation.  As  to  Eusebius'^s 
authority,  where  he  has  not  recmns^  nor  elder  Fathers  to  support 
him,  it  is  worth  nothing.  Athanasius  has  writings  extant  older, 
probably,  than  any  we  have  of  Eusebius^s ;  except  his  oration  before 
Paulinus  of  Tyre,  or  what  may  be  had  in  Pamphilus^s  Apology. 
And  as  to  Hilary,  there  is  about  twenty  years  difference  between 
his  age  and  Eusebius'^s :  a  mighty  thing  for  you  to  boast  of. 

I  excuse  your  citing  (p.  404.)  a  sentence  of  the  Semi-Arians 
in  Epiphanius ;  mistaking  it  for  Epiphanius'*s  own :  I  suppose 
you  did  it  ignorantly.  And  it  is  the  more  pardonable,  because 
learned  men  had  formerly  made  the  same  blunder:  though, 
I  believe,  never  since  the  time  that  Petavius's  sagacity  set 
that  matter  right  in  his  notes  to  his  edition^  the  same  that  you 
made  use  of. 

To  your  argument  drawn  from  the  Father*'s  hmng  the  Son,  I 
replied,  that  he  loves  also  himself;  which  is  no  matter  of  choice. 
You  pretend,  however,  that  "shewing  the  Son  aU  things,  is 
**  free  :^  which  you  have  no  ground  for  sajring,  but  it  is  purely 
fiction  to  serve  an  hypothesis*  Your  adding,  his  "  giving  author- 
"  ity  to  do  likewise,^  is  corrupting  the  text,  which  says  nothing 
of  authority ;  though  if  it  had,  it  might  be  understood  of  such 
authority,  power,  and  perfections,  as  descend  with  his  nature 
from  the  Father  to  the  Son. 

You  quote  John  xv.  10.  of  Ohrist**s  "  abiding  in  his  love."" 
If  you  see  any  consequence  favourable- to  your  principles  in  that 
text,  you  should  have  shewn  it :  I  can  see  none.  You  tell  me  of 
bringing  Hilary  in  again  :  and  you  entirely  slip  over  the  reasons 
I  produced  from  him,  without  any  answer.  Is  this  deaUng 
fairly  with  the  reader  ? 

I  had  challenged  you  to  shew,  that  one  person  may  not  be 
delegate  to  another,  without  being  unequal  in  nature.  But  you 
are  frightened,  as  usual,  with  the  distinction  of  order  and 
Tiature ;  and  run  off  in  the  utmost  confusion.  A  "  delegated 
"  power,"  you  say,  "  cannot  be  equally  supreme  and  indepen- 
"  dent.****  Come  out  of  the  clouds,  and  tell  me  what  you  mean  by 
swpreme  and  independent.  If  you  mean  as  great  a  power,  and  as 
necessarily  existing^  I  shall  tell  you,  there  is  no  difference  between 
the  Father's  and  the  Son^s  :  if  you  mean,  that  the  Son's  laofthe 
Father^  the  Father's  from  noncy  I  allow  a  supremacy  of  order, 
and  a  different  manner  of  existing;  and  the  question  is  not 
whence  the  Son  has  his  powers,  but  what  they  are.  As  to  su- 
premacy of  order  being  only  in  placing  of  words^  I  have  shewed 
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your  inconsistency  on  that  head  above.  Your  blaming  me  for 
citing  Buffings  translation,  in  a  case  where  it  is  all  one  whether 
the  words  were  Buifin'^s  or  Origen  s,  is  low  carping.  You  did 
not  perceive  that  the  passage  was  brought  in  among  several 
others  of  Post-Nicene  writers ;  and  intended  only  for  illus- 
tration. But  you  are  still  more  offended  at  my  styling  my  doc- 
trine the  doctrine  of  Hie  Trinity ;  as  if  others  had  not  as  good  a 
right  to  style  theirs  so.  Supposing  you  have,  (which  I  deny,) 
yet  sure  I  may  style  my  own  according  to  what  I  take  to  be 
right  and  true.  But  your  Trinity  of  a,  great  Gody  a  little  God,  and  no 
Cody  must  have  some  strong  figure  to  help  it,  to  make  it  a  Trinity ; 
which  is  a  word  that  has  long  stood  for  a  quite  different  thing  ^. 
I  had  retorted  upon  you  your  own  arguments  against  the 
received  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ;  to  shew  the  world  how  im- 
equal  and  partial  you  have  been  in  the  handling  this  contro- 
versy. You  had  several  maxims  about  indimdual^  about  same- 
new^  about  ifubstance^  about  beingy  which  were  to  be  urged  as  of 
great  force  against  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  ;  tliough  of  no 
force  in  another  subject,  upon  your  own  principles.  You  could 
allow  being  and  being,  where  you  could  not  say  hdng9 ;  sub- 
stance and  substance,  where  you  could  not  say  substances ;  indi- 
vidual substance,  where  yet  you  could  distinguish  between  this 
and  that ;  and  same  substance,  where  it  is  not  the  sasne  in  such 
a  sense  of  samcy  as  you  urge  against  us.  Sameness  by  union  you 
can  aUow,  where  you  have  a  mind :  only  in  our  present  dispute, 
no  such  thing  was  to  be  admitted.  This  unreasonable,  and 
indeed  shameful  conduct,  in  so  momentous  an  affair,  I  endea- 
voured to  expose  as  it  deserved.  The  reader  may  please  to 
look  into  my  Defence,  vol,  i.  p.  444,  &c.  to  see  what  I  had  to 
say  on  that  head:  I  have  no  mind  to  repeat.  Pressed  with 
the  difficulties  of  the  omnipresence  retorted  upon  you,  you  now 
tell  me,  that  my  foundation  was  wrong,  in  supposing  the  sub- 
stance of  God  to  be  God.  This  I  am  a  little  startled  at :  let  us 
hear  what  your  philosophy  can  produce  in  defence  of  so  wild 
a  paradox,  that  the  substance  of  God  is  not  Ood,  I  wiU  give 
the  reader  your  words  at  length,  that  he  may  marvel.  "  God  is 
"  neither  the  substance  of  God,  nor  the  attributes  of  God,  but 

'  Tptas  CDS  aXjfBas  rj  rpias  ddcXc^ot.  dedcucrcu  dc  dbtalpcros   odea  koL   ovk 

Tptas  dc  ov  npaytiaroiyv  aviaoav  OTrapl-  dv6fjLOios*  dvayicr)  p.iav  raxmjs  €lvcu  r^p 

aprjO'is aiXXa  urcap  KalSfiorlpxap  avX'  ayiArrfray  Koi  p.i(W  ravrrvs  r^P  aidi&njTa, 

Xri^lns.     Greg.  Nazian.  Orat.  xiii.  p.  km  t^  rrjs  dTp€ylrias  (Jajo-ip.    Athanas. 

311.  Ep.  i.  ad  Serap.  p.  678. 

El  di  Tpids  coTiv,  &<m€p  ovp  /cat  fort, 

VOL.  II.  Y  y 
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'*'  he  is  that  intelligent  Agent  whose  both  the  substance  and 
"  attributes  are.  And  as  infinity,  for  instance,  so  every  other 
"  attribute,  power,  or  perfection,  of  the  omnipresent  Being,  is  the 
"  individual  attribute,  power,  or  perfection,  of  that  one  individual 
^^  intelligent  Agent,  whose  the  omnipresent  substance  is,*"  p.  407. 
The  philosopher  that  fixed  the  earth  upon  an  elephant,  and  the 
elephant  upon  a  tortoise,  and  knew  not  where  to  go  next,  could 
not  be  more  confounded  than  you  appear  to  be  here.  The  sui- 
gtance,  it  seems,  is  to  be  fixed  upon  the  Person^  (which  is  neither 
substance  nor  attrilmle  ;  but  something  between  both,)  and  thus 
all  difficulties  are  wiped  off  at  once,  by  making  person  stand  for 
nobody  knows  what ;  an  idea^  I  suppose,  or  nothing.  I  have 
often  suspected  your  notion  of  intelligent  a^ent  to  be  very  oon- 
fused ;  but  never  thought  it  so  wild  and  unaccountable  aa  this 
comes  to.  Do  you  consider  that  intelligent  and  agent  are  two 
atlfeetives^  which  suppose  a  svibsta/rUive^  two  attributes  that  re- 
quire svibstaohce  for  their  support  ?  Say  ih&i  person  is  the  subject : 
but  then  what  is  person^  but  either  stibstance,  or  attriiute^  or 
nothing  f  Aesolve  it  into  its  several  ideas^  and  you  will  find  that 
person  always  implies  intelligent  and  adding  snistance ;  not  intel- 
ligent acting  nothing.  Now  intelligence,  and  activeness,  are 
attribtUes  only  of  God,  that  is,  of  the  divine  substance ;  which  is 
GW,  and  what  we  mean  by  God^  as  often  as  we  speak  of  him, 
considered  as  the  subject  of  his  own  attributes. 

I  know  not  whether  you  might  not  be  led  into  the  mistake 
through  the  mdgar  way  of  speaking  about  the  svibstance  of  €k>d, 
or  substance  of  the  Father ;  as  if  the  substance  were  not  Grod 
himself,  or  not  the  Father  himself,  but  something  belonging  to 
him.  The  same  way  of  speaking  might  be  as  good  an  argument 
to  prove,  that  the  Person  of  the  Father  is  not  the  Father,  but 
something  bdonging  to  the  Father.  Such  a  mode  of  speech 
is  very  common  in  other  cases ;  as  when  we  say  the  body  of  ike 
moon  for  the  moon,  or  the  matter  of  the  world  for  the  toorkL 
Which  kind  of  language  has  its  reason  and  foundation  in  our 
way  of  forming  and  ranging  our  ideas  for  our  more  distinct  per- 
ception. For,  not  content  with  a  general  confuse  idea  of  wiy 
thing,  we  take  it,  as  it  were,  into  pieces,  or  parcels,  for  a  more 
distinct  and  particular  view  of  it.  The  idea,  suppose,  of  God 
the  Father,  we  divide  into  two  ideas,  substance  and  attrO^Oe  ; 
and  attribute  again  into  many  ideas  still  more  distinct  and 
particular.  And  now  Father  stands  for  the  general  confuse  ideOy 
while  substo/nce  and  attribute  are  considered  as  parts  of  it,  and 
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belonging  to  it.  This  I  take  to  bo  the  true  account  of  that  way 
of  speaking ;  as  well  in  this,  as  in  the  other  cases  above  mentioned. 
So^  though  the  Person  of  the  Father  be  really  nothing  else  but  the 
Father  ;  yet  it  is  considered  as  something  distinct^  after  we  have 
once  parcelled  out  the  general  confuse  idea  into  several  particular 
ideas  ;  as  into  person^  power^  goodness,  &c.  for  the  greater  distinc- 
tion. Then  even  Person  is  considered  as  but  part  of  that  c<mfuse 
idea,  for  which  the  word  Father  stands ;  and  it  is  conceived  to 
belong  to  it,  as  a  part  to  the  whole.  Hence,  as  I  apprehend, 
arises  the  way  of  speaking  before  mentioned ;  whieh  is  right 
and  just  in  respect  of  our  ideas,  but  very  inaccurate  in  regard  to 
the  things  themselves,  for  which  the  idecis  stand :  because  indeed 
our  ideas  are  not  adequoite ;  being  formed  in  a  way  suited 
to  our  own  infirmity,  rather  than  to  the  truth  and  strictness  of 
things. 

QUEBY  XX- 
Whether  the  Doctor  needed  have  cited  300  texts,  wide  of  the  purpose,  to 
prove  what  nobody  denies,  namely,  a  subordination,  in  some  sense, 
of  the  Son  to  the  Father ;  could  he  have  found  but  one  plain  text 
against  his  eternity  or  consubstantiality,  the  points  in  question  ? 
YOU  have  little  under  this  Query  but  repetition  and  reference  : 
which  requires  no  further  notice.     As  to  the  Form  of  Baptism^ 
which  you  mention  in  the  close,  I  have  considered  it  in  a  distinct 
Discourse*,  which  you  had  seen  before  you  came  to  this  Query. 
You  have  nothing  to  object  but  a  passage  from  the  spurious 
Constitutions,  of  no  value  ;  and  another  from  Eusebius,  of  very 
little.     I  content  myself  therefore  with  referring  to  my  Defence 
and  Sermons, 

Query  XXI. 

Whether  he  be  not  forced  to  supply  his  want  of  Scripture-proof  by 
very  strained  and  remote  inferences,  and  very  uncertain  reasonings 
from  the  nature  of  a  thing  confessedly  obscure  and  above  compre- 
hension ;  and  yet  not  more  so  than  God's  eternity,  ubiquity,  pre- 
science, or  other  attributes^  which  we  are  obliged  to  acknowledge 
for  certain  truths  ? 

YOU  tell  me,  in  the  entrance,  that  "  none  of  Dr.  Clarke'^s 
"  propositions,  on  which  he  lays  any  stress,  are  drawn  by  mere 
"  reasonings  from  the  incomprehensible  nature  of  God^  But  what 
think  you  offve  of  hiB  propositions,  where  he  denies  the  necessary 
existence  (for  so  you  now  understand  self-existence)  of  the  Son 
and  Holy  Ghost?  Has  the  Doctor  so  much  as  one  text  in  the 
»  See  my  eighth  Sermon,  vol.  ii, 
Y  y  2 
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Scripture  for  any  of  them !  Not  a  syllable,  either  in  Old  or  Nmo 
Testament,  but  what  he  pretends  to  infer  from  very  obscure  and 
uncertain  reasonings  about  derived  and  wnderived^  about  <uis  and 
no  cKtSy  about  necamry  agency  being  no  agency^  about  mO,^  coac- 
iUm^  &c.  profoundly  metaphysiccd  and  fandfd^  with  nothing 
solid  or  certain  in  them.  The  like  may  be  said  of  the  doctrine 
contained  in  his  17th  proposition ;  which  has  no  text  of  Scrip- 
ture to  stand  upon,  though  he  lays  great  stress  upon  it.  In 
short,  I  observed  in  my  Defence,  and  here  repeat,  that  "  the 
^*  main  strength  of  the  Doctor's  caude  lies  first  in  his  giving 
^'  either  a  S(AdU<m  or  TritheisHc  turn  (admitting  no  medium)  to 
^^  the  Oathdic  doctrine ;  and  then  charging  it  with  confusion  of 
"  PersonSy  Polytheism,  nonsense,  contradiction.  Take  away  that, 
"  (to  which  his  constant  resort  is,  whenever  he  comes  to  the 
"  pinch  of  the  question,)  and  there  will  be  little  left  considerable.*" 
For  the  truth  and  justice  of  this  report,  or  censure,  I  appealed  *> 
to  the  Doctor'^s  own  books,  which  is  a  fair  procedure :  and  if  you 
have  any  thing  to  say  in  vindication  of  the  Doctor,  shew  that 
the  fact  is  otherwise  iJian  I  represented.  Not  being  able  to  do 
any  thing  of  this  kind,  you  endeavour,  as  usual,  to  turn  it  off  by 
retorting ;  and  to  put  me  upon  the  defensi'ce,  having  nothing  to 
plead  in  defence  of  the  Doctor  or  yourself.  This  may  serve  to 
hUnd  a  reader,  and  to  conceal  your  shame :  but  it  is  not  an- 
swering Queries.  You  fall  again  upon  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  has 
been  answered  over  and  over.  What  is  that  to  the  point  now 
in  hand,  the  Doctor's  making  strained  inferences^  except  it  be 
giving  one  example  more,  by  his  wresting  of  that  text ! 

As  to  God'*s  "  eternity,  ubiquity,  prescience,*"  you  say,  *'  they 
^'  themselves  are  the  subject  of  our  belief,  not  particular  menu's 
"  philosophical  explications  of  the  manner  of  them.""  Well  then, 
let  it  be  the  subject  of  our  belief,  that  the  Father  is  God,  the 
Son  God,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  God  ;  and  that  they  are  the  wm 
God  of  the  Christians.  But  as  to  the  m4mner  how  they  are 
three,  or  one,  let  nobody  concern  himself  about  it.  If  any  one, 
under  pretence  of  explaining  the  manner,  changes  the  sense  of 
the  word  God,  making  the  Son  a  nominal  QoA  only,  and  the  Holy 
Ghost  scarce  so  much ;  what  is  this  but  doing  the  same,  as  if 
under  pretence  of  explaining  the  manner  of  eternity,  ubiquity^  or 
prescience,  he  should  introduce  the  doctrine  of  a  nominal,  not 
real  eternity ;  a  nominal  ubiquity,  a  nominal  prescience  ;  tmd^r^ 
mining  the  doctrines  themselves?  Our  dispute  is  about  the 
•>  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  450,  451. 464. 
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sense  in  whioh  any  of  the  Persons  is  God:  let  this  be  determined 
by  Scriptare  and  antiquity^  and  proper  rules  of  criticism.  Make 
no  objections  from  the  manner  how  the  thing  should  be :  for  all 
such  objections  are  as  improper,  as  it  would  be  in  the  ques- 
tion of  prsscicncs^y  eternity ^  or  ttbiquity ;  to  leave  Scripture, 
and  such  approved  rules  as  serve  to  determine  the  sense  of  it, 
and  to  retreat  to  philosophical  reasonings  about  the  m^anner  how 
these  things  are.  This  is  the  very  fault  which  you  have  per- 
petually run  into.  And  while  we  are  bringing  you  plain  Serif' 
ture  proofs  for  Ohrisf's  divinity,  as  plain  as  can  be  brought 
for  the  divinity  of  the  FoUher ;  you  are  filling  people*'s  heads 
with  TritAeism  and  SabelUanism,  with  specific  and  individuKxl^ 
with  identical  wholes  and  undivided  parts^  with  ads  and  no 
aets^  with  catues  and  no  causes^  with  derived  and  underived, 
with  eoordiimtionSy  three  supreme  Gods^  three  substances^  and  I 
know  not  what ;  all  cavils  taken  from  the  manner  of  the  thing, 
and  intended  to  undermine  the  doctrine  itself,  which  is  and  ought 
to  be  the  subject  of  belief.  You  will  say,  perhaps,  that  we  have 
not  so  full  proof  of  this  doctrine,  as  we  have  of  eternity^  pre^ 
science^  or  tdnqmty.    Admit  we  have  not :  yet  let  that  point,  as 


c  A  late  author,  in  his  Appeal  to  a 
Turk  or  Indian,  being  pressed  with 
the  instance  about  prescieuce  and  free 
agency  y  has  no  way  of  coming  off,  but 
by  den3ring  that  there  is  so  much  as  a 
seeming  repugnancy  between  the  two 
ideas,  p.  5.  He  is  the  first  man  oi parts 
who,  after  considering  the  subject, 
ever  thought  so.  I  could  name  him 
many  of  the  clearest  heads  and  finest 
wits   among  ancients   and  modems^ 

Sach  as  Dr.  Burnet  of  the  Charter 
ouse,  Mr.  Locke,  &c.)  who  have 
been  so  sensible  of  the  seeming  repug- 
nancy, as  to  despair  of  ever  clearing 
it,  or  reconciling  the  ideas.  Is  there 
no  seeming  repugnancy  in  maintaining 
that  the  same  act  is  certain,  as  being 
foreknown,  uncertain,  as  depending  on 
the  unU  of  a  free  agent  ?  1  should  be 
gUd  to  see  the  seeming  repugnancy 
answered,  or  took  off  any  other  way 
than  bv  an  humble  acknowledgment 
of  our  ignorance  in  the  high  things  of 
God.  And  I  would  remind  this  au- 
thor, that  this  very  instance  about 
prescience  and/ree  uoill,  carries  much 
greater  difficulty  in  it  than  the  doc- 
trine of  three  and  one.  For  there  is 
no  argument,  I  know  of,  against  the 
latter,  but  what  is  capable  of  a  just 


solution :  that  is,  it  may  be  shewn 
where  the  argument  has  a  fiaw,  and 
where  the  chain  breaks.  But  in  the 
other  case,  I  think,  the  utmost  we  can 
do  is  only  to  prove  that  the  argument 
must  have  a  flaw  somewhere,  though 
we  see  not  where  j  being  content  to 
resolve  all  into  the  inscrutable  perfec- 
tion of  the  divine  Prescience,  which 
infinitehr  transcends  our  finite  capaci- 
ties. With  this  author's  good  leave, 
then,  there  is  a  difference  between  these 
two  cases:  but  the  advantage  lies 
whoUv  on  the  side  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity,  as  being  more  easily  de^ 
fended  than  the  other.  And  if  he 
pleases  but  to  point  his  logic,  con- 
tained in  page  6.  against  free  will,  or 
prescience,  with  the  same  rigour  as  he 
intends  it  against  the  Trinity,  I  dare 
promise  him  an  absolute  victory  there, 
though  not  here.  But  this,  perhaps, 
the  author  was  not  aware  of;  any 
more  than  of  the  difference  between 
saying,  that  few  uiulerstand  the  doC' 
trine  of  the  Trinity,  and  few  under- 
stand the  controversy  about  the  Tri- 
nity; comxmtting  the  same  blimder 
twice,  p.  13,  153.  See  my  Supple- 
ment, vol.  ii.  p.  363. 
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to  the  tnith  of  the  doctrine,  be  decided  by  proper  evidence ;  dis- 
carding all  vain  pretences  about  the  manner ;  and  then  we  may 
bring  it  to  a  short  rssne. 

"  The  directions,'*'  you  say,  "  giren  in  Scripture  concerning 
"  the  worship  of  God  and  Christ  (and  not  philosophical  conjec- 
"  tures  concerning  substances  and  essences)  ought  to  be  the 
"  guide  of  our  practice^''  Let  us  then  follow  the  directions 
given  in  Scripture :  not  philosophical  conjectures  about  setf-eanst^ 
ence ;  nor  Pagan  distinctions  about  absoltUe  and  relative,  tUH^ 
mate  and  mediate  worship ;  nor  precariom  suppositions  of  one 
that  had  been  GodoxiA  Creat(yr  before,  becoming^^j^  by  being- 
appointed  Jvdge.  Let  worship,  all  religious  worship,  be  paid, 
as  Scripture  every  where  directs,  to  God  alone,  and  to  no 
creatwre.  Let  none  have  worship  that  cannot  be  proved  to  be 
God^  nor  any  want  it  that  can:  and  then  there  will  80<m  be 
an  end  of  all  disputes;  and  worship  will  stand  upon  its  old 
foundations,  as  it  had  ever  stood,  before  Pagans.  Arians,  and 
Papists  perverted  and  corrupted  the  true  notions  of  it. 

You  stiite  the  main  question  between   us  in  these   terms, 
(P'  4 '3')     " Scripture,'*' you  say,  "tells  us  there  is  but  one  God, 
"  even  the  Father*'*'   Yes ;  Scripture  styles  the  Father  the  ^*  one 
^^  or  only  God :"  that  is  all  you  should  pretend.     The  same 
Scripture  styles  the  Son  God,  ascribing  also  divine  titles,  attri- 
butes, glory,  to  him.     Now  let  your  question  be  put :  "  In  what 
"  sense  these  two  propositions  are,  according  to  reason  and 
"  the  use  of  language,  best  understood  to  be  consistent."  I  have 
at  large  considered  this  very  question,  so  stated,  in  a  distinct 
Discourse^ ;  which  was  published  before  this  part  of  your  Reply 
was  put  to  the  press :  as  appears  by  your  quoting  my  Sermons 
in  the  former  part.     I  have  therefore  just  reason  to  complain  of 
your  comphfint^   which  you   have  borrowed   from  the  Modest 
Pleader ;  and  which,  whatever  was  then,  you  have  now  no  pre- 
tence for.     I  have  shewn  abundantly  that  your  argument  front 
the  exclusive  terms  is  not,  either  according  to  reason  or  use  of  km- 
guage^  of  any  weight,  in  comparison  to  the  proofs  we  bring  oS 
Christ's  being  God  m  the  sams  sense  as  the  Father  is,  and  one 
God\Vji\i  hhn.     The  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  you  urge  in  such  a 
manner  as  if  the  whole  Scripture  was  to  yield  to  one  teset^  and 
that  misinterpreted,  has  been  often  answered*     You  blame  me 
for  not  expressing  my  faith  in  any  Scripture  positions :  as  if  every 
thing  I  assert  as  matter  of  faith,  were  not  as  much  ScriptUTG 
d  Sermon  IV.  vol.  ii. 
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posUion^  according  to  my  way  of  understanding  Scripture,  as 
yours  is  to  your  Scripture  position  according  to  your  way :  only 
the  difference  is,  that  mine  is  the  Catholic,  approved  way ;  yours 
is  partly  Arian,  and  partly  Socinian. 

Under  this  Query^  I  entered  into  a  discom*se  about  the  mean- 
ing of  believing  mysteries^  in  answer  to  the  objection,  that  our 
doctrine  is  not  intelligible,  I  shewed  both  of  the  doctrine  in  ge- 
nerai^  and  oi  the  particulars  most  usually  excepted  against,  that 
they  are  intelligible;  as  intelligible,  at  least,  as  omnipresence^ 
eternity^  prescience,  God'*s  simplicity^  self-existence^  &c.  To  the 
main  of  the  discourse  you  have  nothing  to  reply.:  but  here  and 
there  you  throw  in  some  short  strictures  upon  such  parts  as  you 
think  proper. 

I  had  said,  "the  learned  are  hardly  agreed,  whether  self- 
"  existence  be  a  negative  or  positive  idea/'  Upon  which  you 
remark,  "  how  absurd  this  is  I  have  already  shewn."  What  is 
absurd?  The  report  I  had  made  of  learned  men,  and  their  differ- 
ing on  that  head  i  No ;  the  fact  is  undoubtedly  true.  •  But  it  is 
absurd  for  any  one  to  make  the  idea  negative:  that,  I  presume, 
is  your  meaning.  And  yet  you  here  entirely  mistake  what  I 
was  talking  about ;  and  have  certainly  determined  on  the  wrong 
side  of  the  question.  For  the  question  upon  which  the  learned 
have  differed  is  this ;  whether  when  we  say  any  thing  exists  of 
itself  or  is  self-eadsting,  the  words  a  se,  or  of  self  have  any  positive 
meaning,  or  mean  only  that  it  does  not  exist  of  another.  Some 
have  carried  the  notion  of  its  being  positive  so  far,  as  to  say  God 
is  the  cause  of  himself  %  or  even  made  himself  as  Lactantius  ex- 
presseth  it :  which  is  supposing  the  idlea  positive  indeed,  and  is 
manifestly  absurd.  Dr.  Clarke,  one  of  the  latest  writers,  and 
from  whom  one  might  have  expected  something  accurate,  yet 
appears  to  be  all  over  confused  upon  this  very  head  in  his  famous 
"  Demonstration*"  of  the  "  Existence."  His  professed  design  there 
is  to  prove  the  existence  of  a,frst  cause  a  priori :  which  has  no 
sense  without  the  supposition  of  a  cslubo  prior  to  the  frst:  which 

«  The  expressions  of  ovroycv^r  and  causa  substantiK.    Hieron,  in  Epkes* 

avnxpvris,  u  strictly  taken,  lead  to  3. 

such  a  meaning.    As  also  ex  se  ortus.        Id  quod  est,  ex  se,  atque  in  se  con^- 

ex  seipso,  and  the  like.  Petavius  cites  tinens.    Hilar, 
several  testimonies  of  this  kind.    De        £x    se    principium    cui    contigi  t* 

Trin.  lib.  v.  cap.  5.  p.  394.  Hilar,  alter. 

Yl6v  iavTov.     Synes,  *E;(€t    cf    /oyrov    t6   elvcu   6  iari* 

Solus  Deus  est,  itacjue  principium ;  Zach.  MityUn. 
qui  ex  seipso  dedit  sibi  ipse  princi-        Sui  namque  principium. 

pium.    Zm,  Veron.  £x   seipso   procreatus ^ipse  se 

Deus— ipse  sui  origo  est,  suaeque  fecit.    Lactant, 
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yet  is  nonsense.  The  Doctor  was  too  wise  a  man  to  say  that  Qtod 
is  the  cause  o/himself:  and  yet  he  says  what  amounts  to  it  una- 
wares. He  speaks  of  "  necessity  of  existence,^  as  being  "  ante- 
"  cedently,  in  order  of  nature,  the  cause  or  ground  of  that 
"  existence  <^:"  which  is,  in  short,  making  a  property  or  attrifnUe 
antecedent,  in  order  of  nature,  to  its  sniject^  and  the  cause  and 
ground  of  the  subject.  And  he  talks  in  his  Letters,  of  this  ne- 
cessity absolute  and  antecedent  (in  order  of  nature)  to  the  exist- 
ence of  the  first  Cause,  operating  every  where  alike  ^.  As  if  a 
property  operated  in  causing  the  substance,  or  making  it  to  be 
what  it  is.  All  this  confusion  seems  to  have  been  owing  to  the 
Doctor'^s  not  distinguishing  between  modal  Si,ud  causal  necessity  ; 
and  his  not  considering  that  self-existence^  or  aseity^,  as  the 
Schools  speak^  is  negative ;  and  does  not  mean  that  the  farsC 
Came  is  either  caused  by  any  thing  ad  extra^  or  by  itself  (much 
less  by  any  property  of  itself,)  but  has  no  cause,  is  absolutely 
UTicatised.  I  was  not  therefore  considering,  whether  any,  or  what 
positive  perfections  are  implied  in  self-  existencey  or  in  any  being 
that  is  self-existent,  as  you  hastily  apprehended,  but  whether 
self-existence  (having  plainly  a  reference  to  the  question  v^ence 
the  thing  is)  is  Uy  be  considered  positively  or  negatively  in  regard 
to  the  cause  of  that  existence.  I  have  now  determined,  I  think 
upon  plain  reasons,  that  it  is  negative  only  ;  and  that  we  are  not 
to  suppose  any  cause,  external  or  internal^  but  absolutely  no  ca$ue  ; 
because  there  is  no  cause  prior  to  the  first.  The  true  way  of 
ending  the  dispute  about  the  attribute  of  self-existence  being  po- 
sitive or  negative,  is  by  shewing  what  ideas  are  supposed  to  be 
contained  in  it.  No  doubt  but  existence  is  a  positive  idea :  and 
the  question  only  is,  whether  the  manner  of  existing  expressed 
by  8^^  denotes  any  thmg  positive.  It  is  plain  it  doth  not,  since 
it  meana  existing  from  no  cause.,  which  is  negative  ;  though  such 
existence  implies  all  positive  perfections.  Bishop  Stillingfleet  on 
the  Trinity  (p.  278.)  says,  "To  be  from  himself  in  the  sense 
"  generally  understood,^  is  a  mere  negaJtive  expression  : — and  in 
"  this  sense  only,  learned  men  have  told  us,  that  it  is  to  be 
^^  understood  by  those  ancient  and  modem  writers,  who  have 
'^  used  that  expression,,  as  when  St.  Jerome  saith,  that  Ood 

'  See  Demonstration,  &c.  p.  9,  10,  pio  caret,  est  a  se,  non  ab  alio;  con- 

16.     Letters,  p.  35,  36, 16.  tenduntque  earn  esse  positivum  attri- 

ts  Letters,  p.  20,  37!  butum ;  quod  eodem  quidem  redit  ac 

^  Hanc  Dei  proprietatem  quidam  id  quod  oiximus,  sed  vocibus  novis 

ex  recentioribus  philosophis  aseitatem  sine  causa  expressum  est.      Cleria 

vocarunt,  quia  Deus,  eo  quod  princi-  Pneumatol,  cap.  3.  p.  150. 
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'^  is  setf-oriffinatedj  and  St.  Austin,  &c. — All  these  and  such 
"  like  expressions  are  only  to  be  negcUimly  understood  ».*"  To 
return. 

You  proceed  to  make  two  or  three  little  exceptions  (scarce 
worth  notice)  to  what  you  met  with  in  my  Defence.  You  declare 
that  your  argument  against  the  Son's  being  God,  in  the  strict 
sense^  is  not  founded  upon  what  can  or  cannot  be,  (which  I  am 
glad  to  hear,)  but  upon  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  I  have  often 
answered.  You  acquaint  me  further,  (p.  416.)  that  "two  su- 
"  preme  Gods^  cannot  be  "  one  supreme  God  \^  which  I  readily 
agree  to :  as  neither  can  two  Gods,  supreme  and  inferior,  be  one 
God,  or  ever  stand  with  the  Scripture  doctrine  of  one  God.  But 
two  Persons  in  nature  equal,  and  so  equally  supreme,  may  be 
one  tmpreme  God. 

You  assure  me,  that  you  did  set  out  "  upon  the  foot  of  Scrip- 
"  ture,  and  do  continue  upon  that  foot  still.''  I  heartily  wish 
you  could  mean,  as  well  as  say^  and  not  revoke  all  again  presently, 
by  denying  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  to  be  necessarily  existing : 
which  you  have  not  the  least  syllable  of  Scripture  to  countenance 
you  in.  And  I  wish  you  would  not  every  where  represent  a 
distinction  of  order  or  office  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  divine 
Unity  :  which  again  you  have  no  Scripture  for,  but  mere  fanciful 
speculations.  You  have  the  less  reason  to  blame  me  for  mention- 
ing office  in  respect  of  God :  because,  you  know,  there  was  a 
time,  when  the  word  God  was  thought  to  be  always  a  relative 
word  of  office. 

As  to  Lucian's  Philopatris,  I  have  given  my  thoughts  of  it 
above,  (p.  439.)  Your  hints  about  a  passage  of  Irenseus,  which 
I  had  sufficiently  explained^  by  another  of  Novatian,  and  a  third 
of  Tertullian,  are  very  trifling.  Those  heretics  thought  it  mean 
and  degrading  for  God  to  become  man :  which  made  some  of 
them  deny  Christ's  divinity,  and  others  his  humanity ;  all,  the 
union  of  both  natures  in  one  Person.  Whether  you  or  I  give  the 
most  countenance  to  those  heretical  tenets,  I  leave  the  reader  to 
judge. 

Query  XXII. 

Whether  his  (the  Doctor's)  whole  performance,  whenever  he  differs  from 
us,  be  any  thing  more  than  a  repetition  of  this  assertion,  that  being 
and  person  are  the  same,  or  that  there  is  no  medium  between  Tritheism 

*  See  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  Art.  i.  p.  39.  ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  463. 
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and  SabeUianism  ?  Which  is  removing  the  cause  from  Scripture  to 
natural  reason,  not  very  consistently  with  the  title  of  his  book. 

YOU  begin  with  telling  me,  that  "  if  two  or  more  intelligent 
^'  agents  can  be  the  same  being,  or  subsist  in  the  same  individual 
"  substance,  (provided  the  agents  be  not  all  of  them  self-existent,) 
"  this  will  no  way  affect  the  truth  of  Dr.  Clarke'^s  propositions.'* 
The  reader  is  to  know  that  by  the  sarm  being,  or  substance,  in 
this  case,  is  understood  the  same  necessarily  existing  substance  : 
for  necessary  and  precarious,  that  is,  uncreated  and  created^  cannot 
be  called  the  same  indimdudl  substance.  By  self-existent,  as  yon 
have  now  explained  yourself,  you  mean  necessarily  existing.  The 
sum  then  of  what  you  have  here  said  amounts  to  this  wise  sen- 
tence ;  "  If  two  or  more  intelligent  agents  can  be  the  same 
"  necessarily  existing  being,  or  subsist  in  the  same  necessarily  exist- 
^  ing  substance,  (provided  the  agents  be  not  all  of  them  neces- 
"  sc^y  existing,)  this  will  no  way  affect  the  truth  of  Dr.  Clarice's 
"  propositions."  What  is  this  to  the  purpose !  Do  not  you  here 
plainly  deny  that  two  persons  can  be  one  necessary  being,  or 
substance  ?  And  this  is  what  Dr.  Clarke  has  often  denied^ ;  and 
could  never  give  a  sufficient  reason  for  doing  it.  Indeed  the 
Doctor  (or  you  for  him)  seems  at  length  to  have  given  up  his 
general  principle,  which  he  first  insisted  upon,  viz.  that  "  two 
"  persons  cannot  be  one  being  ;*"  which  he  chiefly  grounded  upon 
the  consideration  of  the  imaginary  composition  implied  in  it.  I 
say,  he  appears  to  have  given  this  up  ;  being  at  length  sensible 
that  he  has  allowed,  in  another  case,  substance  and  substance^ 
being  and  being,  to  make  one  substance  and  one  being,  without  any 
composition.  But  what  the  Doctor  (or  you)  insists  upon  now, 
is,  that  two  such  Persons  cannot  be  one  necessary  Being  or  sub- 
stance ;  or  that  derived  and  underived  cannot  be  both  included 
in  one  necessary  substance.  Which  though  it  be  putting  the  ob- 
jection upon  a  different  foot,  yet  wants  to  be  proved  as  much  as 
did  the  other:  and  is  equally  liable  to  the  charge  I  brought 

1  Three  intelligent  agents  in  one  individual  uncompounded  being,  ia  aa 

individual,  identical  substance,  is  so  express  contradiction.  Ibid.  p.  169. 
self-evident  a  contradiction,  that  I        Two  individuals  cannot,  without  an 

think  no  reasoningcan  make  it  plainer  express  contradiction,  have  an  identity 

than  intuition.    Dr.  Clarke* s   Three  of  nature.   Ibid.  p.  184. 
Letters,  p.  31.  The  reason  why  our  Saviour  could 

Two  persons  to  be  one  being,  I  not  affirm  that  he  and  his  Father  were 
think  a  manifest  contradiction  in  one  Being,  is  because  he  would  there- 
terms.   Clarke's  Reply,  p.  157.  by  have  affirmed  that  they  were  one 

Two  persons  in  one  and  the  same  Person.  Ibid.  p.  391. 
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against  the  Doctor  in  this  Query,  his  removing  the  cause  from 
Scripture  to  natural  reason  ,-  to  a  philosophical  question^  whether 
the  ideas  of  edf-exiMence  and  necessary  existence  be  the  same  or 
different^  or  whether  underived  expresses  an  essential  perfection, 
all  that  necessary  existence  does,  or  only  a  relation  of  order,  and 
mode  of  existence.  After  all  your  pretences  to  Scripture^  you 
really  resolve  the  dispute  into  this  metaphysical  question :  and 
you  cannot  advance  your  cause  at  all  by  Scripture,  but  by  the 
help  of  your  m^apkysics.  You  take  your  rise  from  i  Cor.  viii.  6. 
to  come  at  unoriginate  :  thus  far  is  commenting  upon  Scripture, 
The  rest  is  philosophy^  false  philosophy,  drawing  inferences  from 
unoriginate  to  self-existence  y  from  self-existence  to  necessary  existence, 
from  thence  to  the  Father^s  being  ahne  necessarily  existing, 
from  thence  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Son  from  being  necessarily 
existing,  from  thence  to  the  making  him  a  precarious  being, 
(though  in  words  you  deny  it,)  and  from  thence  to  his  being  a 
creature :  this  is  the  course  of  your  reasoning.  Your  irpw-ov 
i/rc{56oy,  or  fundamental  error,  lies  in  your  philosophy^  confoimding 
unoriginate  (as  did  the  ancient  Eunomians)  with  necessary 
eanstence ;  which  you  have  no  foundation  for :  or  if  you  be 
allowed  to  make  necessary  existence  the  same  with  self  existence  ; 
you  will  then  never  be  able  to  prove  that  the  Father  alone  is 
self-existent;  or  that  the  self  existence  of  three  Persons  (so 
understood)  is  at  all  inconsistent  with  a  real  distinction  of  order 
and  office.  It  will  be  changing  the  names  of  things,  and  nothing 
more.  It  is  manifest,  from  what  I  have  observed,  that  Scripture 
is  not  the  thing  you  trust  to,  but  philosophy;  because  when  we 
have  granted  you  all  you  pretend  to  have  proved  from  Scripture, 
viz.  that  the  Father  is  the  first  Person,  derived  from  none,  you 
are  still  but  where  you  were,  till  you  call  in  philosophy  and  meta- 
physics to  make  out  the  rest,  and  to  determine  the  main  question. 
You  are  now  pleased  to  put  the  matter  upon  this,  whether  two 
supreme  Persons  can  be  one  supreme  God.  You  say,  (p.  420.) 
"  two  equally  supreme  Persons  united  may  be  in  the  complex 
'^  sense,  one  Being,  one  substance ;  but  they  will  not  consequently 
"  be  one  supreme  Governor,  one  Lord,  one  God.""  Now  here, 
in  the  first  place,  I  very  much  blame  your  not  attending  to  the 
distinction  of  supreme  in  nature,  and  supreme  in  order.  It  is  in 
the  first  sense  only  that  we  assort  two  or  three  supreme  Persons  / 
supreme  in  every  perfection,  having  no  higher  or  lower,  no  better 
or  zcorse,  no  degrees  of  essential  power,  wisdom,  or  any  other 
attribute.   At  the  same  time,  those  Persons,  thus  equally  supreme 
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m  natwre^  are  not  equally  supreme  in  ard^r^  but  two  of  them  are 
stibordinate  to  one,  the  Head  and  Centre  of  Unity.  And  because 
they  are  in  nature  tmdivided,  and  in  order  referred  up  to  that 
one  Head  and  Fatmtain  of  all ;  they  are  therefore,  with  him,  one 
Governor,  one  Lord^  and  one  God.  And  though  the  authority, 
the  dominion,  the  power  be  considered  always  primarily  in  the 
Father,  yet  is  it  common  to  all ;  only  with  this  order^  that  the 
Father  has  it  from  none^  they  from  the  Father :  so  that  idl  that 
remains  peculiar  to  the  Father  is  a  preeminence,  or  priority  of 
order.  This  is  the  Catholic  doctrine  which  you  are  endeavouring 
to  confute:  but,  instead  of  arguments,  you  generally  give  us 
only  ambiguous  words  and  names,  to  confound  and  perplex  what 
ought  to  be  kept  clear  and  distinct. 

You  tell  me  of  running  counter  to  Scripture  and  antiquity y  in 
making  more  than  one  "  absolutely  supreme  over  jJI.*^  Here 
you  are  only  doubling  upon,  or  trifling  with,  the  word  supreme^ 
I  make  three  suprem^e  in  nature ;  I  suppose  one  only  9wpreme  in 
order  or  office :  shew  me  either  one  text  of  Scripture  or  one  single 
testimony  of  Catholic  antiquity,  (I  allow  not  Eusebius  for  such,) 
that  plainly  contradicts  either  of  these  positions.  They  appear 
to  me,  both  of  them,  true  and  just  positions ;  founded  in  Scrips 
ture,  and  confirmed  by  the  universal  sufirage  of  the  ancients.  If 
they  appear  not  consistent  in  your  philosophy,  own  it  frankly  and 
ingenuously,  as  an  honest  man  would :  but  do  not  misreport 
Scripture  and  antiquity. 

What  follows  in  p.  421.  is  only  repeating  your  own  fidtvms^ 
both  of  me  and  of  the  ancients. 

I  had  appealed  to  the  Prophet  Isaiah,  as  interpreted  by 
St.  John,  making  Father  and  Son  "  one  Lord  of  hosts.*"  You  tell 
me  bluntly,  '^  there  is  no  such  thing  in  the  texts  ;'*'*  referring  me 
to  Dr.  Clarke's  Scripture  Doctrine.  I  say,  there  is  in  those 
texts  all  that  I  before  asserted :  and  why  do  you  now  refer  me 
to  Dr.  Clarke,  whoso  pretences  I  had  before"*  considered,  and, 
I  think,  confuted  ? 

You  tell  me  that  neither  the  ancient  writers  nor  Bishop  Bull 
are  at  all  of  my  opinion  in  the  point  of  "  equal  supremacy  of 
"  dominion."*^  But  so  far  as  I  apprehend  of  the  ancients  and  of 
Bishop  Bull,  they  were  exactly  of  my  opinion,  as  they  are 
directly  opposite  to  yours :  and  I  wonder  at  your  presumption 
in  claiming  any  acquaintance  with  them,  or  interest  in  them. 

You  have  a  pretty  argument  (p,  425.)  to  prove  St.  Paul  a 
™  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  43. 
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PagaD  and  an  idolater,  upon  my  principles ;  that  is,  upon  the 
principles  of  the  Catholic  Church  in  all  ages :  for  mine  are  no 
other.  But  how  is  this  wonderful  consequence  to  be  raised  ?  It 
is  first  by  supposing,  that  St.  Paul  excluded  the  Son  from  the 
one  Godhead ;  an  imaginary  consequence  drawn  from  i  Cor.  viii. 
6.  And  next  by  supposing,  that  St.  Paul  allowed  mediate  and 
inferior  worship ;  another  itnaginary  inference  drawn  from 
I  Tim.  ii.  5.  Phil.  ii.  11.  After  sporting  yourself  awhile  in  so 
ridiculous  an  argument,  you  come  to  invent  something  for  me  to 
say :  you  suppose  I  shall  say,  that  our  Lord  is  that  one  God 
mentioned  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  you  think  highly  absurd.  But 
what  if  I  should  plead,  that  that  one  God  is  a  siUy  expression, 
where  there  are  not  ttoo  one-Oode ;  and  therefore  should  rather 
say,  that  our  Lord  is  not  that  Per$on  there  styled  one  God  by 
way  of  eminence,  but  another  Person,  who  is  yet  one  God  with 
faim.  Your  interpretation  of  the  gods  mamy  and  lords  many^  as 
alluding  to  the  superior  and  inferior  deities  of  the  Pagaqa, 
stands  upon  the  authority  of  Mr.  Mede :  who,  like  a  modest  and 
learned  man,  proposed  it  only  as  a  plausible  conjecture^  not  with 
ihe  confidence  yon  speak  of  it.  An  ingenious  gentleman  °  has 
very  lately  suggested  several  things  on  that  head  well  deserving 
oonsidei&tion ;  and  such  as  appear  sufficient  to  make  Mr.  Mode's 
construction  pass  for  precaariouB  at  least,  if  not  CGtidAcXy  false. 
There  is  one  obvious  objection  to  be  further  used  against  it ;  that 
to  make  the  gods  many  answer  in  the  comparison,  (in  your  way,) 
they  should  be  understood  to  be  many  supreme  Gods  ;  which  yet 
the  heathens  never  asserted,  but  the  contrary  ;  as  Dr.  Cud  worth 
and  other  gleamed  men  have  abundantly  shewn.  To  me  it 
appears,  that  the  many  gods  and  many  lords  mean  the  same 
thing,  under  difierent  names ;  and  that  St.  Paul,  in  opposition  to 
having  many^  asserts  that  oM  things  were  o/'the  one  God,  and  by 
the  one  Lord,  intimating  their  perfect  unity  of  power,  perfection, 
and  operation,  so  as  to  be  both  but  one  God  and  one  Lord;  the 
one  Iiord  being  one  with  the  one  God,  and  vice  versa.  To  pro- 
ceed :  how  well  you  have  been  able  to  answer  the  charge  of 
Polytheism  has  been  seen  before  :  and  particularly  as  to  Origen, 
it  has  been  shewn  that  his  answer  to  the  charge  in  his  piece 
i^gainst  Celsus  was  nothing  like  yours,  but  directly  contrary; 
affirming  Father  and  Son  to  be  one  God. 

I  pass  over  your  repetitions  in  p.  426,  427.  which  have  been 

n  Mr.  Wade's  Short  Inquiry  into  the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  &c.  p.  39,  &c. 
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abundantly  answered.  Two  Gods,  one  supreme  and  another 
inferior,  is  so  manifestly  your  doctrine,  that  you  do  but  expose 
yourself  to  ridicule  by  struggling  to  evade  it.  The  Sooinians,  in 
this,  were  plainer  men,  and  did  not  scruple  to  confess  a  clear 
thing. 

You  pretended,  before,  to  bring  Ante-Nicene  and  Post-Ni- 
cene  writers  against  me,  as  to  the  point  of  charging  you  with 
Polytheism.    .  I  knew  you  had  none,  but  that  you  had  unhappily 
deceived  yourself  with  a  few  second-hand  scraps  of  Athanasius, 
Hilary,  and  Basil,  which  you  understood  not.     I  answered  your 
pretences,  and  produced  full  and  plain  testimonies  °  against  you, 
both  from  Ante-Nicene  and  Post-Nicene  antiquity.     One  was 
out  of  a  fragment  of  Dionysins  Bomanus,  preserved  by  Atha- 
nasius;  a  very  valuable  one,  and  such  as  no  critic)  will  ever 
doubt  of,  as  to  its  being  genuine :  your  exceptions  therefore 
against  it,  as  of  doubtful  authority,  are  not  worth  the  notice ; 
beside  that  I  have  answered  them  above  P.     Another  testimony 
I  produced  from  Athanasius  himself,  (or  perhaps  Basil,)  who 
makes  it  Ditheism  either  to  suppose  ttco  prindpleSy  or  to  admit 
one  Ood  trnderived  a,nd  (mother  God  derived.    Your  remark  upon 
him  for  it  is  so  very  shrewd  and  sagacious,  that  it  is  pity  the 
reader  should  lose  it:  he  shall  have  it  in  your  own   words. 
'^  You  cite  a  passage  of  Athanasius,  that  he  who  introduces  a 
"  God  underived,  and  another  who  is  a  God  derived,  makes  two 
^^  Gods :  which  is  not  very  consistent  with  his  own  foregoing 
"  words,  that  he  who  introduces  two  original  principleSy  preaches 
"  two  Gods :  for,  that  in  this  unoriginate  principality  over  all, 
"  consists  the  unity  of  God,  was  the  express  doctrine  of  all  the 
"  Ante-Nicene  writers.*"    Now  are  you  really  so  blind  as  not  to 
have  perceived,  that  that  origination  (according  to  the  ancients) 
was  not  supposed  to  make  the  Father  one  God  exclusive  of  the 
other  Persons  ?  But  because  two  of  the  Persons  were  referred 
to  one  as  their  Head^  undivided  from  him ;  therefore  all  three 
together  were  the  one  God.     This  was  the  use  they  made  of  the 
origination :  not  to  throw  out  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost^  as  you  do, 
but  to  take  them  both  in.     Yet  you  are  constantly  representing 
that  origination  in  a  quite  different  light,  and  to  a  quite  dif- 
ferent purpose ;  meanly  quoting  Bp.  Pearson  for  it :  who  con- 
tradicts you  in  the  very  same  sentence,  and  represents  the  case 
as  it  really  stood  among  the  ancients,  being  a  learned  and 


ajuatcious  man. 

o  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  470.  p  Page  634. 
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Upon  this  ocoasion,  I  shall  here  translate  that  passage  of 
Athanasius,  that  the  common  reader  may  see  what  the  ancients 
thought  of  Trithemn^  in  a  very  few  words. 

"  He  that  introduces  two  principles  (or  heads)  preaches  up  ttoo 
**  Gods:  such  was  the  impious  doctrine  of  Marcion.  Again,  he 
"  that  asserts  an  uncreated  God,  and  another  God  created^  does 
**  also  make  tv)o  Gods ;  because  of  the  difference  of  nature 
"  (essence)  which  he  blasphemously  introduce^,  But  where  thete 
"  is  one  Head,  (or  Father,)  and  one  offspring  from  him,  there  is 
"  but  one  God;  the  Godhead  being  perfect  in  the  Father,  and 
^^  the  perfect  Godhead  of  the  Father  being  also  in  the  Son.'*'  I 
refej^  the  reader  to  my  Defence;  (vol.  i.  p.  470.)  for  the  original ; 
where  he  will  also  find  other  passages  to  the  same  purpose. 

What  you  produce  next  from  Justin,  Novatian,  Hilary,  and 
Bishop  Pearson,  the  reader  may  judge  of  by  the  last  of  them ; 
whom  you  quote  as  saying,  "This  origination  in  the  divine 
"  Paternity  has  anciently  been  looked  upon  as  the  assertion  of 
"  the  unity.""  Here  you  stop,  as  usual.  The  very  next  words 
of  Bishop  Pearson  are ;  '*  and  therefore  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost 
**  have  been  believed  to  be  but  one  God  with  the  Father, 
^'  because  both  from  the  Father,  who  is  one,  and  so  the  union 
"  of  them^i  f^  directly  contrary  to  what  you  cited  him  for.  Such 
are  your  representations  of  authors ;  such  your  manner  of  using 
the  common  reader. 

Query  XXUI. 

Whether  the  Doctor's  notion  of  the  Trinity  be  more  clear  and  intelligible 
than  the  other  ? 

The  difficulty  in  the  conception  of  the  Trinity  is,  how  three  Persons 
can  be  one  Grod  ? 

Does  the  Doctor  deny  that  every  one  of  the  Persons,  singly,  is  God  ? 
No :  Does  he  deny  that  God  is  one  ?  No :  How  then  we  three 
one? 

Does  one  and  the  same  authority,  exercised  by  all,  make  them  one^  nu- 
merically or  individually  one  and  the  same  God  ?  That  is  hard  to 
-conceive  how  three  distinct  Beings,  according  to  the  Doctor's  scheme, 
can  be  individually  one  God,  that  is,  three  Persons  one  Person. 

If  therefore  one  God  necessarily  signifies  but  one  Person,  the  conse- 
quence is  irresistible ;  either  that  the  Father  is  that  one  Person,  and 
none  dse,  which  is  downright  SabelUanism ;  or  that  the  three  Per* 
sons  are  three  Gods. 

<i  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  p.  40. 
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Thus  the  Doctor's  scheme  is  liable  to  the  same  difficulties  with  the 
other. 

There  is  indeed  one  easy  way  of  coming  off,  and  that  is,  by  saying  that 
the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  are  neither  of  them  Grod,  in  the  Scrip- 
ture-sense of  the  word,  fiut  this  is  cutting  the  knot,  instead  of 
untjdng  it ;  and  is  in  effect  to  say,  they  are  not  set  forth  as  divine 
Persons  in  Scripture. 

Does  the  communication  of  divine  powers  and  attributes  from  Father  to 
Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  make  them  one  God,  the  divinity  of  the  tiw^o 
latter  being  the  Father's  divinity  ?  Yet  the  same  difficulty  recurs  ; 
for  either  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  have  distinct  attributes,  and  a 
distinct  divinity  of  their  own,  or  they  have  not :  if  they  have,  they 
are  (upon  the  Doctor's  principles)  distinct  Gods  from  the  Father,  and 
as  much  as  finite  from  infinite,  creature  from  Creator ;  and  dien  how- 
are  they  one  ?  If  they  have  not,  then,  since  they  have  no  other  di- 
vinity, but  that  individual  divinity,  and  those  attributes  which  are 
inseparable  from  the  Father's  essence,  they  can  have  no  distinct 
essence  from  the  Father's  ;  and  so  (according  to  the  Doctor)  will  be 
one  and  the  same  Person,  that  is,  will  be  names  only. 

Q.  Whether  this  be  not  as  unintelligible  as  the  orthodox  notion  of  the 
Trinity,  and  liable  to  the  like  difficulties :  a  communication  of  divine 
powers  and  attiibutes,  without  the  substance,  being  as  hard  to  con- 
ceive, nay,  much  harder,  than  a  communication  of  both  together  ? 

YOU  begin  thus :  "  The  difficulty  in  the  conception  of  the 
"  Trinity,  is  not  how  three  Persons  eon  be  one  God.  For  the 
Scripture  no  where  expresses  the  doctrine  in  those  words :  and 
the  difficulty  of  understanding  a  Scripture  doctrine  ought  not 
surely  to  lie  wholly  upon  words  not  foimd  in  Scripture.'^  The 
reader  is  to  know  that  this  is  a  new  twmy  intended  to  bring  you 
off  from  the  first  state  of  the  question^  where  you  happened  to 
lose  yourself  in  your  first  answer.  However,  though  it  may  pass 
for  an  ingenious  shift  in  distress,  there  is  very  little  in  it  more 
than  in  your  Jlrst  answer.  Only  it  is  hard  upon  me  to  have  new 
answers  now  formed  to  o2ei?  Queries,  and  to  be  put  upon  changing 
my  method  of  defence,  as  often  as  you  are  pleased  to  vary  your 
responses.  Whpever  taught  you  this  new  tum^  was  a  man  of  no 
great  prudence  or  foresight :  he  did  not  consider  how  it  inevi- 
tably recoils  upon  Dr.  Clarke.  For  the  Scripture  no  where  ex- 
presses in  words  or  in  sense  his  main  doctrine^  that  the  Father 
alone  is  necessarily  existing^  that  neither  the  Son  nor  the  Hcly 
Ghost  is  necessarily  existing ;  (so  you  now  confessedly  understand 
self-eanstence :)  these  are  tenets  not  found  in  Scripture  expressly, 
nor  so  much  as  deducible  by  any  consequence,  or  shadow  of  a 
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consequence.  Why  then  did  you  not  consider  better,  before  you 
drew  up  a  ohaige  upon  others,  which  at  length  falls  only  on  your 
own  friends !  You  go  on  :  "  It  is  very  strange  that  a  man  of  your 
^^  abilities  should  write  a  large  book  without  so  much  as  knowing, 
**  or  ever  once  being  able  to  express,  what  the  true  question  is." 
And  it  is  very  strange  that  a  man  of  your  abilities  should  per- 
ceive nothing  of  my  mistaking  the  question^  when  you  first  an- 
swered the  Queries;  but  should  be  forced  to  learn  this,  at 
length,  of  the  Modest  Pleader,  from  whom  you  have  been  con- 
tent to  echo  it.  Though  my  aiiUties  are  very  slaiuier,  yet  this 
mean  suggestion  will  hardly  find  credit,  even  among  the  lowest 
readers  that  can  at  all  distinguish  between  a  probahle  untruth, 
and  one  that  is  plainly  roma/mHc,  When  you  are  again  disposed  to 
abuse  an  adversary ,  do  it  a  little  more  artfully ;  if  without  any 
tndhy  yet  with  a  little  discretion.  But  I  excuse  you  for  being 
misled  by  a  third  person,  who  was  too  wise  to  set  his  name.  As 
to  the  question^  I  have  not  mistook  it,  but  have  kept  close  to  it ; 
while  the  Doctor  and  you  have  been  either  industriously  dis- 
guising it,  or  unfairly  running  from  it.  You  might  think  it  suf- 
ficient, if  your  shifting  and  shuffling  in  so  momentous  a  contro- 
versy (which  plain  and  honest  men,  on  either  side,  can  but  hardly 
excuse)  be  passed  over  as  toleraUe ;  or  may  but  admit  of  any 
candid  and  plamible  colour,  from  the  circumstances  you  are 
under.  It  becomes  you  not,  in  the  mean  time,  so  magisterially 
to  correct  others  for  stating  the  question  rights  and  as  it  ought 
to  be  stated.  Had  you  but  had  the  courage  and  spirit  of  your 
friend  Mr.  Whiston,  I  doubt  not  but  you  yourself  would  have 
stated  the  question  as  he,  and  I,  and  all  men  of  sense  and  undis- 
guised ingenuity  have  ever  done.     But  enough  of  this. 

You  were  here  to  clear  Dr.  Glarke'*s  doctrine  of  the  charge  of 
three  Gods.  You  first  observe,  that  the  word  God  no  where  in 
Scripture  denotes  the  Holy  Ghost.  Well  then,  you  will  throw 
him  out  from  being  God^  and  reduce  the  number  to  ttoo :  though, 
when  I  wrote  before,  I  imagined  Dr.  Garke  and  you  had  ad- 
mitted the  Holy  Ghost  to  be  God;  and  the  rather,  because 
I  never  heard  that  you  had  retracted  your  subscription,  or  would 
scruple  to  repeat  it.  But  aot  to  press  you  further  on  so  tender 
a  point ;  how  get  you  off  from  asserting  tioo  Gods,  the  Father 
and  the  Son !  You  have  nothing  to  say,  but  repeating  and  tri- 
fling :  let  us  go  to  another  point. 

You  are  next  to  retort  the  charge  of  Tritheism  upon  me : 
which  I  have  answered  more  than  once,  and  need  not   do  it 
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again.     Dr.  Clarke"*s  scheme,  you  say,  is  easily  expressed  in   the 
very  words  of  Scripture.     But  had  the  Doctor  gone  no  further 
than  Scripture^  his  scheme  could  never  have  been  expressed  at 
all.     Only,  since  he  haa  told  you  where,  and  how,  to  understand 
sel/ea^stent,  and  where  to  exclude  it;    now  you  pretend    his 
scheme  may  be  expressed  in  Scripture  words.     Do  you  imagine 
that  I  cannot  as  easily,  or  more  easily,  find  Scripture  wards  for 
mine  i  But  this  is  trifling.     Why  have  you  not  laid  down  your 
doctrine  in  Scripture  words,  that  I  might  compare  it  with  the 
Doctor's  propositions,  to  see  how  far  they  exceed  or  come  short ! 
I  may  here  dismiss  the  Modest  Pleader,  who  is  set  in  the  front, 
and  is  not  answering  my  Defence,  but  my  Queries :  which  you 
had  done  before,  and,  I  think,  more  to  the  purpose ;  I  am  sure 
more  ingenumisly  HXiAfrcmkly^  and  more  like  a  lover  of  truth.     I 
have  reason  to  complain  of  your  not  digesting  your  book  better, 
and  not  throwing  your  disjointed  materials  into  a  more  neat  and 
regular  order,  after  you  had  so  long  time  for  the  compiling.  For 
when  sometimes  I  thought  a  point  had  been  discussed,  and  we 
were  to  have  no  more  of  it,  in  that  Query  at  least ;  as  I  go  on 
some  pages  forwards,  there,  I  observe,  I  am  to  discuss  the  same 
things  again;    which  gives  me  some  trouble,  and  must  create 
confusion  in  the  reader. 

The  Modest  Pleader,  I  perceive,  draws  oflFin  p.  436.  and  now 
I  am  to  engage  a  new  man,  whom  I  will  suppose  to  be  the  man 
I  am  writing  to.  You  need  say  no  more  about  the  charge  of 
three  Gods,  or  ttoo  Gods  :  I  understand  you  very  fully,  that  the 
Father  is  one  God^  as  being  necessarily  existing ;  the  Son  another 
God  infinitely  inferior,  of  the  Father"*s  appointing.  Strain  no 
more  for  apologies :  the  thing  is  out,  though  long  a  bringing 
forth ;  and  now  our  dispute  will  run  clear.  Here  is  very  little  of 
moment  occurring  but  what  has  been  answered.  You  have 
a  few  quibbles  in  p.  438.  which  are  all  abundantly  answered  in 
my  Defence  ^  You  object  Bishop  Pearson  to  me  against  my 
saying,  that  the  word  God  is  sometimes  taken  personally  and 
sometimes  essentially.  And  what  says  Bishop  Pearson  I  I  have 
a  great  respect  for  his  memory.  He  says,  the  word  God  in  th^ 
Apostles'  Creed  is  not  taken  essentially :  so  say  I  too.  Nor  is  it 
taken  essentially^  hut  personally^  in  the  Nicene  Creed.  Therefore 
what?  therefore  it  is  never  taken  otherwise:  that  is  your 
consequence,  when  you  can  make  any  comequenee  of  it. 
It  is  the  old  Valentinian  distinction,  you  observe.     I  am  glad 

^  Vol.  i.  p.  477,  478. 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.xxiii.  OF   SOME    QUERIES.  707 

it  is  so  old  however:  those  heretics  sometimes  borrowed  good 
things  from  the  Church ;  though  they  happened  to  spoil  them 
in  the  use.  But,  if  you  look  again  into  Tertullian,  you  will  find 
that  Valentinian  distinction  to  be  nothing  akin  to  ours,  except 
it  be  in  the  riame. 

In  page  439,  you  are  finding  I  know  not  what  perplexities  in 
a  very  easy  thing ;  which  I  have  accounted  for  twice  already  in 
prints.  InteUigmt  agents  being  only  two  adjectives,  is  to  be 
understood  according  to  the  subject  to  which  the  attributes  are 
applied.  Put  the  words  to  substance^  and  then  we  have  intelligent 
agent  sttbstance,  whether  in  person  or  persons.  If  the  substance 
be  thus  or  thus  circumstantiated,  (as  explained  above,)  intelligent 
agent  substance  may  be  a  single  person  ;  if  otherwise,  it  may  bo 
more  persons :  so  that  intelligent  agent  is  different  in  sense  and 
meaning,  according  as  it  may  be  differently  applied.  What  you 
repeat  about  a,  principle  of  individtiation,  and  your  further  specu- 
lations thereupon,  have  been  sufficiently  obviated ;  or  have  no- 
thing contradictory  to  any  thing  I  assert.  I  allow  that  three 
stands  for  three^  and  three  substances  for  three  substances,  and 
three  Gods  for  three  Gods.  What  is  all  this  to  me !  I  do  not 
assert  that  three  stands  for  more  or  less  than  three ;  nor  that 
three  substances,  but  that  three  Persons  (who  are  not  three  sub- 
stances) are  one  substance ;  nor  that  three  Gods,  but  throe 
Persons  (who  are  not  three  Gods)  are  one  God,  What  you  say 
of  Sabellius  (p.  442)  has  been  answered  above.  And  what  you 
say  of  the  Church's  holding  "  one  and  the  same  individual  iden- 
"  tical  whole  substance,*"  affects  not  me,  who  never  express  my 
notion  in  such  uncouth  terms.  The  same  tmdivided  substance  is 
what  I  hold  and  maintain  in  opposition  both  to  substances  and  to 
the  Sabellian  notion  of  one  Hypostasis^  nominally^  and  not  really 
distinguished. 

Origen'*s  account  of  the  Sabellian  notion  is  very  distinct  and 
accurate,  as  I  before  observed,  viz.  that  the  Father  and  Son 
were  one^  not  in  essence  only^  (or  substance,)  but  in  sviject^  (or 
svppositum,)  being  called  Father  and  Son  under  dijerent  consideror 
tionSf  not  really  or  personally  distinguished  ^  This  is  a  just  ac- 
count of  Origen*s  sense  in  that  passage.  And  it  is  observable, 
that  the  Noetians  of  that  time  would  not  have  been  blamed  for 

*  Preface  to  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  Sup-  oKkh  Ka\  xmoKtuUvi^  rvyxavovras  dfi- 
plementto  theCaseof  ArianSubscrip-  <l>oT€povs,  Kara  nvas  hrivolas,  ov  kqt 
tion,  vol.  ii.  p.  332.  \m6<rraaw,  XeytaBai  iraripa  Koi  vi6v. 

*  M^  buixf>€p€iv  ry  doiBfi4^  t6v  vlov  Orig,  Com.  in  Joh.  p.  186. 
Tov  irarpht,   aXX*  iv  ov  fx6vov   ovai^ 
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supposing  the  Father  and  Son  to  be  ii;  ovaU^  one  in  essence^  (or 
what  we  call  one  in  substance,)  had  they  not  carried  the  union  so 
high  as  to  make  one  sypposi4vm,  or  what  we  now  call  one  Person^ 
of  both,  without  any  real  distinction.  Your  account  of  it  is  very 
little  different  from  mine :  only  you  are  fond  of  the  phrase,  single 
existent  substance^  which  serves  you  to  play  with,  and  you  know 
not  what  you  mean  by  it.  Do  but  define  what  a  single  existent 
substance  is,  and  I  will  soon  tell  you  whether  the  name  belongs  to 
every  single  person,  or  to  all  together. 

Undivided  substance^  in  three  Persons,  you  say,  makes  three 
substances.  How  do  you  prove  it !  I  have  often  told  you  that 
Dr.  Clarke  and  you  will  not  admit  this  kind  of  reasoning  in  an- 
other case,  for  fear  of  dividing  the  divine  substance  into  num- 
berless substances.  If  you  can  admit  suistance  and  substance, 
nay,  this  substance  and  tha>t  substance,  where  there  are  no  sub- 
stances ;  why  do  you  deal  thus  unequally  with  others !  You  must 
allow  that  wnion  is  enough  to  constitute  sameness,  without  mak- 
ing either  complex  or  compound  substance :  otherwise  you  make 
a  complex  or  compownd  substance  of  God.  Since  therefore  the 
same,  or  equal  difficulties  bear  upon  both,  be  so  fair  and  so 
candid,  as  to  condemn  or  to  acquit  both.  As  to  the  sense  of 
HypostamSy  I  have  delivered  my  mind  above. 

You  bring  in  a  long  detail  of  the  sense  of  ovtrla  and  wrocrrairi?, 
in  which  I  am  very  little  concerned;  having  never  pretended 
that  Hypostasis^  or  Person^  does  not  imply  substance,  or  signify 
substance.  Only,  in  Divinis,  a  person  is  not  separate  substance, 
nor,  consequently,  more  persons  more  substances :  so  that  what 
you  have  to  say  in  the  following  pages  is  mostly  wide  and  foreign. 
I  may  just  throw  a  few  strictures  upon  your  account,  as  I  pass 
along.  *T7rrf(rTo<rt9,  you  say,  signifies  singular  identical  substance. 
Now,  because  you  often  speak  of  singular  identical  substance,  as 
if  you  really  understood  what  you  are  talking  about ;  let  us 
stop  awhile,  and  examine  what  you  mean  by  it.  I  conceive,  yon 
mean  just  as  much  substa/nce  as  you  take  into  your  thoughts  at 
once,  considering  it  as  one.  You  have  brought  the  diwne  sub- 
stance under  extension  ;  and  so  give  me  leave  to  question  you  a 
little  upon  that  head,  in  a  style  proper  to  your  notion.  You 
can  conceive,  in  your  thoughts,  as  much  of  that  substance  as  is 
conmiensurate,  suppose,  to  the  sun :  pray,  tell  me,  if  this  be  not 
a  singular  identical  substance,  in  your  own  way  of  reasoning.  Con- 
sider only  halfoi  that ;  and  then  there  is  another  singular  iden- 
tical substance.     Divide  into  quarters;  and  then  you  have  four 
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sinffiUar  identical  suistcmces.  And  as  every  thing  extended  is 
(as  our  mcUhematidans  tell  us)  infinitely  divisible ;  there  will  be 
as  many  dngviar  identical  substances  as  you  are  pleased  to  con- 
ceive divisible  parts.  Do  I  misrepresent  you !  Or  are  none  of 
those  parts  singular  identical  substances,  but  all  one  singular  iden- 
tical substance  f  What  is  the  reason  of  it  ?  Is  it  not  that  tmion 
makes  sameness,  all  real  sameness  ?  You  must  say  so  :  otherwise, 
upon  your  principles,  I  will  demonstrate  that  there  is  not  a 
singular  identical  substance  in  the  world;  the  least  imaginable 
same  being  still  further  divisible^  in  conception,  infinitely.  What 
use  you  will  now  make  of  singular  identical  substances^  I  know 
not :  but  this  I  know,  that  you  can  never  oblige  me  to  admit 
two  undivided  inseparable  persons  to  be  two  singular  identical 
substances^  till  you  divide  the  divine  substance  (as  you  conceive 
it)  into  as  many  singular  identical  substances  as  there  are  con- 
ceivable parts.  Having  given  this  hint  of  the  fruitlessness  of  the 
pains  you  are  taking  about  Hypostasis^  I  may  now  ask,  is  this 
the  doctrine  Christ  came  to  teach,  that  three  divine  Persons  miust 
be  three  singular  identical  substances  f  But  to  proceed.  I  forgot 
to  ask  yon,  whether  any  two  parts  of  the  divine  substance,  in 
your  way  of  thinking,  are  dyuoovdia,  or  ravToovcria,  or  ^voovaia ! 
I  know  they  must  be  una  suistantia^  though  either  of  them  is 
singular  identical  substa/nce,  distinct  by  itself,  and  this  is  not  that. 
I  believe  you  would  be  more  puzzled  about  the  use  of  terms^  in 
that  case,  than  ever  were  the  Fathers  in  respect  of  the 
Trinity. 

What  I  intend  by  all  I  have  here  said,  is  to  make  you  at 
length  sensible  of  two  things,  about  which  you  have  been  hither- 
to very  slow  and  unperceiving. 

1 .  That  a  man  may  have  a  very  clear  and  fuU  notion  of  an 
union  and  a  distinction^  and  yet  be  very  much  puzzled  about  the 
Tiomes  whereby  they  should  be  caUed. 

2.  That  the  metaphysical  objections  wherewith  you  have  been 
endeavouring  to  clog  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  (about 
specific^  numerical^  individual^  identical^  and  the  like,)  are  not  so 
much  owing  to  any  difficulty  there  is  in  the  conception  of  the 
doctrine,  (which  was  dk  plain  thing  long  before  ever  those  words 
came  in,  and  still  is  so,)  but  to  the  difficulty  of  fixing,  defining, 
settling,  in  all  cases,  what  those  several  toords^  names^  or  phrases, 
shall  import.     But  I  proceed. 

Instead  of  amusing  your  reader  with  a  long  detail  of  the  use 
of  ovfrla  and  virooTacrts,  such  as  the  learned  will  despise,  and  the 
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unloamed  will  not  edify  by ;  ifc  were  better  to  have  endeavoured 
to  give  him  a  distinct  idea  of  what  the  ancients  meant  by  one 
Hypostadsy  or  three  Hypostas^.  That  I  may  say  something 
which  may  be  useful  to  common  readers,  the  case  lies  thus  :  The 
faith  of  the  Church  all  along  was  in  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost,  one  God,  into  which  they  were  baptized.  The  Father 
was  not  the  Son,  nor  the  Son  the  Father,  nor  the  Holy  Ghost 
either  of  the  other.  This  was  the  common  faith  of  the  Church 
before  eiih&t  person  or  mbstance  was  talked  of. 

In  Justin  Martyr's  time,  we  find,  that  nothing  was  to  be 
worshipped  but  Ood ;  that  these  three,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost,  were  all  worshipped^  yet  not  as  three  Gods;  that  they 
were  believed  to  be  realty  distinct,  and  not  nominally  only :  but 
the  distinction  was  not  expressed  hy  persons^  nor  the  union  by 
substance;  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  word  Trirdty  was  yet 
applied  to  this  case. 

In  AthenagoraSy  we  find  plain  mention  made  of  the  nnicn  and 
distinction  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  but  still  nothing  of 
persons  and  sribstance. 

Theophilus,  of  the  same  age,  about  the  year  180,  is  the  first 
writer  extant  that  expressly  gives  them  the  name  of  Trinity, 
But  BtiH  persons  and  substance  were  not  mentioned. 

But  upon  the  disputes  raised  by  Praxeas,  Noetus,  and  Sabel- 
lius",  (one  after  another,)  it  by  degrees  grew  into  common  use 
to  express  the  distinction  by  persons^  and  the  unity  by  one  sui- 
stance.  I  know  not  whether  Clemens  of  Alexandria  may  be 
reckoned  the  first  writer  extant  that  expressly  has  the  name  of 
one  substance  (/Aoi/adtfc^  ovaCa)  applied  in  this  case.  It  is  certain 
Tertullian  has  it,  and  persons  too.  And  this  became  the  usual 
way  of  expressing  what  had  been  all  along  believed  and  pro- 
fessed, though  under  other  terms.  The  Sabellians  (by  which  I 
mean  all  of  Sabellian  principles)  charged  the  Catholics  with 


°  Facundus  HermianeDsis  is  a  little 
mistaken,  when  he  confines  it  to  the 
times  of  Sabellius :  but  if  we  under- 
stand him  of  Sabellius,  and  his  pre- 
decessors, Noetus  and  Praxeas,  his 
observation  is  just.     His  words  are : 

Nam  sic  Ecclesia  Christi,  etiam  cimi 
necdum  ad  distinctionem  Patris,  et 
Filii,  et  Spiritus  Sancti,uteretur  nomi- 
ne Persorue,  Tres  credidit,  et  prsedi- 
cavit,  Patrem,  et  Filium,  et  Spiritum 
Sanctum, — Personarum  autem  nomen 
non  nisi  cum  Sabellius  impugnaret 


Ecclesiam,  necessario  in  usum  prsedi- 
cationis  assumptum  est;  ut  qui  semper 
tres  crediti  sunt,  et  vocati.  Pater,  et 
Filius,  et  Spiritus  Sanctus,  uno  quo- 
que  simul  et  communi  Personarum 
nomine  vocarentur.  Deinde  etiam  et 
8ubsistenti€B  dictae  sunt,  quoniam  Ec- 
desise  placuit,  ad  significandam  Trini- 
tatem,  et  hoc  nomen  distinctioni  por- 
sonali  tribuere.  Facun.  Herm,  lib.  i. 
p.  8. 

See  what  I  have  said  above,  p.  541. 
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three  Gods^  and  thereby  first  gave  occasion  to  the  Church  to 
make  use  of  the  word  Person  :  for  their  answer  was,  that  they 
did  not  profess  two  Gods^  or  three  Gods,  but  one  God  and  tzoo 
Persons^  or  three  Persons^. 

There  being  in  the  Trinity  a  distinction  and  an  imiony  there 
would  naturally  arise  some  difference  about  the  use  of  several 
terms,  to  be  either  plurally  or  singularly  predicated,  according  as 
the  intent  might  be  to  speak  of  the  Persons  as  distinguished  into 
three,  or  as  united  in  one  God.  The  same  names  either  plurally 
or  singularly  predicated  sometimes  served  to  express  both  the 
distinction  and  tmion,  Gregory  Nazianzen  calls  them  Lights  and 
Lig/ity  that  is,  three  Lights,  and  yet  but  one  Light ;  and  so  three 
Lives,  and  yet  but  one  Life ;  three  Goods,  and  yet  but  one  Good; 
three  Glories,  and  yet  but  one  Glory ;  the  mind  conceiving  the 
three  as  distinct,  though  in  themselves  united  and  inseparable  y. 
All  the  care  to  be  taken  in  these  cases  was,  not  to  make  the 
distinction  too  wide  by  the  phirod  expressions,  nor  the  unity  too 
close  by  the  singular :  and  the  disputes  that  arose  in  this  case 
were  from  men's  different  apprehensions  about  this  or  th^t 
phrase,  or  expression,  as  being  liable  to  abuse  one  way  or  other. 
Three  Spirits  was  a  phrase  generally  thought  to  carry  the  dis- 
tinction too  far:  and  therefore  one  Spirit  became  the  more 
common  language  ;  though  even  Jerome  himself  has  been 
thought  to  have  used  the  phrase  of  three  Spirits  ^. 

But  the  greatest  debate  of  all  was  about  three  Hypostases, 
begun  at  Antioch.  The  Arians  had  ased  the  phrase  to  signify 
three  substances,  understanding  them  to  be  different  in  kind,  (as 
gold,  silver,  brass,)  and  separate  from  each  other.  Again,  the 
Sabellians  had  made  use  of  one  Hypostasis,  to  signify  one  substamce 
in  such  a  sense  as  left  no  real  distinction,  but  nominal  only. 
Here  was  therefore  danger  on  either  side ;  either  of  dividing 
the  substance  by  making  three  Hypostases,  or  of  confounding  the 
Persons  by  making  one.  This  difference  was  at  length  com- 
promised, (A.  D.  362.)  in  a  synod  at  Alexandria,  where  Atha- 
nasius  presided  :  either  manner  of  expression  was  left  indifferent, 
so  long  as  they  agreed  in  one  common  faith,  meaning  both  the 

*  See  Hippolytus  contr.  Noet.  and  ostendam. PrincipeUem    Spiritum 

TertuU.  adv.  Prax.  ,  Patrem  appellat :  quia  Filiiw  ex  Patre, 

y  Z<ahs  Kal  Mv,  <i>uyra  kcli  <t>&9,  et  non  Pater  ex  Rlio.    Spiritum  au- 

ayaBa  kcu  ayoBhw,  h6^  kcu  b6^ tern  rectum,  veritatis  atque  justitise, 

Gfiv  (Koarov  h»  BtnpifTM  fji6vov,  tov  Christum   Dominum    significat.-- — 

¥ov  xf^p^Covro9  ra  axotpiara.  Orat.  xiii.  Porro  Spiritum  Sanctum  aperto  nomine 

p.  31 T.  vocat.  nieron,  in  Gdlat.  torn.  iv.  cap. 

^  Tre8  Spiritm  nominatos  breviter  14.  p.  168. 
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same  tMng^  under  different  terms.  So  that  ixla  iirScrraa-is  or  rpcSp 
viro(rTdfr€is  might  be  asserted,  in  like  manner  as  <f>S9  or  ip&Tct, 
the  same  word  flarcMy  predicated  to  express  the  disHnction,  and 
also  singularly  to  express  the  miion ;  the  plural  heing  equivalefnt 
to  three  Persons,  the  singular  to  one  God :  for  that  was  all  the 
ancients  intended,  never  to  make  the  Persons  one,  nor  the  God* 
head  many. 

The  Latins  a  could  hardly  bear  the  phrase  of  tres  subskmHce  z 
it  seemed  to  carry  more  in  it  than  the  Greeks'  three  Hypostases 
It  was  understood  to  mean  either  three  svhsUmoes^  (that  is,  a 
division  of  sttbstcmce,)  or  three  (UfferefU  kinds  of  substance ; 
neither  of  which  could  be  borne :  and  therefore  una  substantia 
became  the  common  language ;  but  so  that  the  read  distinction 
between  Father^  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  was  kept  up,  to  gnard 
against  SaheUianiim.  Indeed  Hilary  uses  tres  substanti€e^ :  and 
so^  no  doubt,  did  some  other  Latins  who  were  zealous  Catholics  r 
but  then  they  intended  no  difference  in  the  kimd  of  substance, 
nor  any  division  in  the  same  kind :  which  secured  the  true  Ca- 
tholic notion ;  and  the  offence  lay  only  in  the  etxpression.  In 
short,  the  main  thing  they  intended  in  all  was,  that  the  three 
Persons  were  really,  and  more  than  nominally  distinct,  and  all 
but  one  Ood.  And  they  admitted  several  ways  of  expressing  the 
distinction,  or  ^mion,  in  such  modes  of  speech  as  were  thought 
most  proper  to  it.  Provided  both  a  real  distinction,  a  real 
Trinity  were  kept  up,  and  at  the  same  time  an  unity  of  Godhead  ; 
the  rest  amounted  only  to  a  verbal  dispute,  or  strife  about  toords, 

I  may  here  remark,  that  Basil,  Nazianzen,  Austin,  and  others, 
blame  the  scantiness  of  the  Latin  tongue,  as  being  the  sole  reason 
of  the  perplexity  of  the  Latins,  in  relation  to  the  phrase  of  tre9 

^  Et  quisquam,  roffo.  Ore  sacrilego  stantialia,    coessentialia.     Sed    cum 

tres  substantias  prsedicabit  ?   Hieron.  ouaereretur  a  patribns,  ut  diceretur, 

Ep,  ad  Damas,  torn.  iv.  p.  ao.  £luid  tria;  nee  essentiaSy  nee  svbstoM^ 

Sub  nomine  Catholicse  fidei,  impia  tias,  nee  naturas  dicere  ausi  snot ;  ne 

verba  defendunt;  dicentes,  tres  esse  aliqua  forte  c^nTern/o^credereturessen- 

substantias,    cum  semper   Catholica  tiarum,  aut  naturarum,  aut  substan- 

fides  unam  substantiam  Patris  et  Filii  tiarum  :  sed  dixerunt  tres  Personas, 

et  Spihtus  Sancticonfessasit.  Faustin,  unam  essentiam ;  ut  una  essentia  de- 

J^.  Theodos.  Missa.  clararet  Deum  vmtm,  tres  autem  Per- 

Quia  nostra  loquendi  consuetudo  sonae  Sanctam  Trinitatem  ostenderent. 

jam  obtinuit,  ut  hoc  intelligatur  cum  Fulgent,  de  Trin,  cap.  iii.  p.  330. 
dicimus   essentiam  quod  mtelligitur        ^  Iddrco  tres  substantias  esse  dix- 

cum  dicimus  substantiam  j   non  au-  eruntySubsistentiumPersofuuperjn^- 

demus  dicere  unam  essentiam,  tres  stantias  edocentes,  non  substantiam 

substantias,  sed  unam  essentiam,  vel  Patris  et   Fllii  diversitate  dissimilis 

substantiam,    tres    autem    Personas.  essentia^  separantes.  Hilar,  de  Synod. 

August.  Trin.  lib.  v.  c.  9.  p.  838.  p.  11 70. 

bunt  tria  qucedam  coeterna,  consub- 
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fubstamtiw.  Yet  we  find,  that  for  a  long  season  the  phrase  of 
Tpeis  ihroo-r(i(re(9  was  almost  as  much  a  bone  of  contention  among 
the  Greeks^  as  tressttbstantuB  among  the  Latins ;  and  that  it  was 
with  great  difficulty  that  it  at  length  prevailed,  and  became  the 
oommon  language  *^ :  as  it  was  also  with  some  difficulty  that  the 
other  way  of  speaking,  viz.  tma  suistantiay  obtained  among  the 
Latins.  The  true  ground  of  all  was  this,  that  both  Greeks  and 
Latins  wanted  a  phrase  to  express  substance  considered  as 
vmtedy  but  distmffttished  at  the  same  time.  Three  svistances 
(whether  v7rooT(i<rc45  or  suhstcmtioB)  expressed,  ordinarily,  three 
divided  substances ;  and  the  latter,  three  of  difiTerent  kinds  : 
what  therefore  could  they  invent  to  express  three  things  (tres  res, 
or  tria)  real  and  substantial,  but  trndivided  f  Here  lay  the  pinch 
of  the  difficulty.  Substantia  de  substantia  expressed  it  tolerably 
well ;  like  as  Lvmen  de  Iwmne^  and  Deus  de  Deo :  but  still  what 
were  they  to  put  to  the  word  three^  in  the  plural  way  of  predi- 
cation l  Persons  ?  But  Sabellius  had  wrested  and  depraved  the 
sense  of  the  word  person  to  an  ambiguous  or  sinister  meaning. 
Substances  ?  But  that  was  also  liable  to  misconstruction,  and  to 
be  perverted  to  another  extreme.  However,  the  Greek  viroorcJ- 
<rc49,  by  degrees,  obtained  to  signify  the  same  as  wpJcrwTra  immi- 
(TTara.  And  so  long  as  no  division  be  understood,  the  phrase 
may  serve  very  well :  and  so  perhaps  might  the  Latin  stibstantiw, 
had  not  custom  carried  it  the  other  way.  The  Latins  have  since 
invented  tres  stibsistentiee,  tria  suppostta^  instead  of  tres  svhstan- 
ti(B ;  though  the  very  Schoolmen  have  not  scrupled  tres  substan/tice^ 
with  the  addition  of  incommunimbileSy  or  relative  ^^  to  intimate 
that  the  Persons  are  not  divided  substances^  but  that  they  are 
united^  and  depending  on  each  other,  relative  as  to  existence^  so 
that  one  cannot  be  without  the  other,  or  separate  from  the  other : 
under  which  cautions  they  can  admit  tres  substa/nticBy  and  yet 
una  substantia  in  all ;  like  as  tres  res^  though  all  together  wna 

^  Quamobrem  gratis  Basilius  Ro-  admittipossunt^refmcd^aii^inDeo, 

mania  objiciebat>  ^uod  cum  nominum  non  vero  in  priori.    £t  propter  banc 

Greecorum  vim  ijypDiorarent,    illarwn  equivocationem  vitandam,  multi  ex 

duarmn  vocimi  signiiicationem  con-  antiquis  patribus  neganmt  banc  locu- 

fonderent ;  quandoquidem  alii  e  Grse-  tionem,  ne  viderentur  cum  Ario  sentire^ 

cis  nativse  patriaeque  linguae  non  ignari  qui  essentias  in  Trinitate  multiplicabat 

prorsus,  earum  discrimen  non  satis  — et  ita  D.  Thomas  dicit  juxta  con- 

mtelligebant.  Le  Quien  PanopL  p.  28.  suetudinemEcclesin  non  esse  absolute 

^  Esteequivocum^i^fan/kenomen,  dicendas  tres  substantias  j   addendo 

et  saepe  significat  essentiam Potest  vero  aliquid,  ^od  determinet  signifi- 

etiam     significare    suppositum  j     et  cationem,  dici  posse ^ut  tres  sub' 

maxime  si  addatur  pnma  substantia,  f/an^keincommunicabiles,seuretof»o0. 

(^uia  suppositum  maxime  per  se  sub-  Suarez,  Metaph.  Disp.  xxxiv.  sec.  i. 

sistit.      Unde  in  bac   significatione  n.  6.  p.  177. 
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mmma  res.  The  truth  is,  every  Person  is  stibttancey  (but  not 
properly  a  su^bstance,)  substance  in  tmion  with  substance,  and  not 
divided:  a  thing  easy  to  be  understood,  but  not  easy  to  be 
expressed.  You  would  find  the  like  difficulty  in  expressing  the 
parts  of  the  divine  substance,  in  your  hypothesis  of  extension. 
You  cannot  but  admit  that  every  part  is  substance,  (substance  it 
must  be,  or  nothing,)  and  yet  because  of  their  inseparable  union, 
and  their  making  one  9uh«tance  in  the  whole;  you  would  not 
dare  to  call  one  part  a  substance,  or  severed  parts  several  suHh- 
stances.  This  I  again  intimate,  that  you  may  not  be  too  severe 
upon  others,  merely  about  a  mode  of  expression,  (which  is  all  the 
case,)  when,  in  a  parallel  instance,  the  objection  may  be  as 
strongly  retorted  upon  yourselves.  You  admit  substance  and 
substance,  where  you  think  it  not  proper  to  say  substances :  and 
if  you  had  not,  yet  you  could  never  be  able  to  shew  that  sub- 
stance and  substance,  considered  in  tmian,  must  always  make 
substa/nces.  Yet  a  great  part  of  what  you  have  been  endeavouring 
under  this  Query,  as  well  as  what  Dr.  Whitby  has  urged  in  the 
Second  Part  of  his  Reply,  is  founded  chiefly  upon  a  precariooSy 
nay  false  supposition,  that,  if  every  person  be  substance,  three 
persons  must  be  three  substa/nces,  and  cannot  be  one  substance. 
Now  to  return. 

I  must  here  take  notice  of  a  passage  of  Gregory  Nazianzen, 
produced  first  by  Mr.  Whiston*  with  great  pomp,  as  making 
some  notable  discovery ;  and  now  by  you,  I  suppose,  for  the  like 
purpose.  What  Mr.  Whiston  professedly  (and  you  covertly) 
intends  from  that  passage  is,  that  Athanasius  was  the  first 
inventor  or  teacher  of  the  divinity,  cansuistantiaKty,  coequality^ 
and  coeternity  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  would  be  a  great  dis- 
covery indeed,  had  Gregory  Nazianzen  really  said  it. 

But  before  we  come  to  the  remarkable  passage,  it  will  be 
proper  to  inform  the  reader  what  Gregory  had  been  saying 
before,  and  how  this  sentence,  which  I  shall  presently  produce 
at  length,  came  in.  The  oration  is  a  panegyric  upon  Athanasius ; 
wherein  he  runs  through  the  most  remarkable  incidents  of  his 
life :  his  suff^ngs  and  his  services,  his  great  prudence,  fervent 
zeal,  and  undaunted  courage  in  the  cause  of  Christ.  He  observes 
how  Athanasius f,  even  in  his  younger  years,  before  the  Nicene 
Council,  had  very  just  and  accurate  notions  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity  ;  keeping  a  mean  between  the  extreme  of  Sabellius 

«  Whiston's  Reply  to  Lord  Nottingham,  Add.  p.  93.  '  Greg.  Naz. 

Orat.  2uci.  p.380, 381. 
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(who  had  too  muoh  contracted  iho  Godhead  by  confounding  the 
distinction)  and  the  other  extreme  of  Arius,  who  had  divided 
the  Gfodhead  into  separate  Deities.  He  describes  afterwards 
the  many  difficulties  Athanasius  met  with,  raised  by  the  hatred 
and  enmity  of  the  Arians :  particularly  in  the  year  356,  in  the 
reign  of  Constantius,  when  Gregory  the  Arian  was  put  into  the 
see  of  Alexandria,  and  Athanasius  forced  to  flee  for  his  life. 
Then  were  the  churches  put  into  the  hands  of  the  Arians:  who 
having  the  secular  power  on  their  side,  spared  no  severities ;  but 
raged  against  the  Catholics  with  all  imaginable  cruelties.  Then 
it  was,  especially  about  the  year  35 9^  that  the  ancient  and  pious 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  (as  Nazianzen^  says)  was  dissolved  and 
destroyed :  and  Aria^isniy  tmscriptural  Jria/nism,  brought  in,  in 
its  room.  Many  who  were  in  their  hearts  true  friends  to  the 
ancient  doctrine,  yet  complied  too  far  with  the  Arian  confessions^ ; 
which,  Nazianzen  says,  he  had  often  lamented  with  tears.  And 
such  was  the  violence  of  the  jpersecution,  that,  excepting  some 
few  men  that  stood  out,  and  others  whose  station  was  so  low  as 
to  make  them  be  overlooked,  all  yielded  to  the  times ;  induced 
thereto  either  by  fear  or  by  interest,  or  else  ignorantly  circum- 
vented by  fraud.  During  these  storms,  and  in  the  midst  of  so  general 
an  apostasy,  Athanasius  stood  firm  and  unmoved ;  the  main 
support  of  the  true  ancient  faith.  In  361,  Constantius,  who  had 
been  the  strength  of  the  Arians,  dies  :  and  a  worse  than  he, 
Julian  the  apostate  emperor,  succeeds.  Here  was  some  peace 
to  the  Church,  but  it  was  yet  miserably  distracted  with  heresies, 
with  variety  of  sects  and  parties,  tearing  one  another.  In  363, 
Julian  being  slain,  Jovian  succeeded :  still  things  were  in  con- 
fusion as  to  the  state  of  the  Church.  The  Arians,  in  some 
places,  were  many  and  powerful,  and  had  been  endeavouring 
very  early,  to  stir  up  the  Emperor  Jovian  against  Athanasius 
and  all  his  adherents.  At  this  critical  time,  in  the  midst  of 
danger,  that  great  and  good  man  was  not  afraid  to  preach  the 
truth  boldly,  and  to  propose  it  open  and  .undisguised  to  the 
Emperor  himself  in  writing  :  of  which  noble  instance,  both  of  his 
courage  and  constancy,  Nazianzen  thus  speaks. 

"  And  here  particularly  appeared  the  integrity  of  the  man 
''  (Athanasius)  and  the  firmness  of  his  faith  in  Christ.  For 
"  when,  of  all  the  other  Christians,  divided  into  three  parts, 
"  many  were  unsound  in  their  faith  concerning  the  Sony  and 
"  more  concerning  the  Holy  Ghost,  (where  to  be  only  less  impious 
«  Greg.  Naz.  p.  386.  ^  Ibid.  p.  387, 
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'^  was  esteemed  piety^)  and  but  Sk/ew  were  sound  in  both  artidee  ^ 
'^  he  was  the  Jirst  and  (mly  man  (or  however  with  a  very  fe^w^ 
^^  that  had  the  courage  to  profess  the  truth,  in  writing,  plainly 
"  and  in  express  words,  the  one  Godhead  and  essence  of  thr&e^ 
^'  And  what  many  of  the  Fathers  before  had  been  divinely  moyed. 
"  to  confess  in  relation  to  the  Son,  he  was  afterwards  inqnr^d 
"  to  confess  concerning  the  Holy  Ghost ;  bringing  a  gift  truly 
^^  royal  and  magnificent  to  the  Majesty  Boyal,  a  written  faith  in 
"  opposition  to  unwritten  novelty  J." 

Now  what  .is  there  in  this  passage  of  Nazianzen  more  than 
this :  that  at  a  time  when  many  had  abandoned  the  faith,  and 
more  had  been  sneakers  and  time-servers,  Athanasius^  with  a 
few  adherents,  had  the  courage  to  speak  out  the  truth,  boldly, 
without  mincing  it :  and  that  this  brave  resolution  of  his  was 
owing  to  the  Spirit  of  God,  moving  and  inciting  him  to  make 
that  glorious  confession  in  the  face  of  the  world !  I  have  trans- 
lated kxapMr)^  according  to  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  true 
and  full  meaning  of  Nazianzen  :  who  in  this  very  oration  speaks 
of  the  Nicene  Council,  as  called  together  by  the  Holy  GAast\ 
that  is,  moved  and  incited  by  the  Holy  Spirit  to  the  resolutions 
they  made  against  Arius,  and  his  heresy.     In  like  nuumer,  he 
supposes  Athimasius  to  have  been  stirred  up,  by  the  same  Spirit^ 
to  make  that  noble  confession  of  the  divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost^ 
and  in  the  Uke  expressive  words.     All  this  well  agrees  with  what 
Nazianzen  had  said  but  a  few  pages  before,  that,  notvrithstanding 
the  violence  of  the  persecution,  there  were  some  that  had  courage 
to  resist,  and  stand  firm ;  whom  God  preserved,  that  there  might 
be  still  remaining  some  seed  and  root  for  Israel  to  reflourish, 
and  take  new  life  by  the  influxes  of  the  Holy  Spirit^, 

That  this  was  all  his  meaning  may  appear  further,  from  his 
representing  the  doctrine  of  a  coessential  Trinity,  every  where,  as 
ancient  doctrine ;  and  his  branding  the  contrary  doctrine  as 
Twvelty,  in  that  very  passage.  Nor  could  a  man  of  Nazianzen'*s 
good  sense  and  piety  be  so  ridiculous  and  silly  as  to  bmld  his  ovm 
faith  (which  this  was)  upon  any  supposed  ^ito^  inynratum  in  the 

*  T&p  u€v  yhp  S^KKoiV  mrivTinv,  Saoi  pfjbrfVfT&vTpt&vfuavBcdrijraKfiiovavw 

Tov  Koff  rjfjLos  \6yov,  rptxjj  v€v^u.rjpMvo»v*  (yypdtfxas  SfioXoyfians'  Koi  t  rf  woXk^ 

teal  froXkav  fiep  ovrwv  tS>v  ntpt  rhvvibv  tS>v  Trarcpon^  optlSfA^  ircpl  riof  vl6p  cyo- 

apptaoTOvvToiv,  7r\€i6v<ov  be  t«v  ?r€pt  t6  pl<r6f]  7rp6T€pov,  tovto  ntpi  rov  aytov 

7rv€vpa  t6  aytov,  tvSa  Jtal  t6  ^itov  atrf-  irvcv/xaTos  cwrhs  cfiTTvcvoAU  warcpor, 

^€tj/,  Evo-cJlScta  €voiiL(r6fj'  oKiyov  d«  r«v  &c.  Greg.  Naeicmz,  Orat,  xxi.  p.  394. 
KQT  dfxd}6T€pa  vyicdvovTos'  irpSnos  Koi         ^  Greg.  Naz.  Orat.  xxi.  p.  381. 
lx6vosj  rj  KOfub§  fTvv  oXiyots,  cbroroX/i^         ^  Ibid.  p.  387. 
T^v  aXri$€iav  (ra<j>6»s  ovrwo-t  >Ka\  diap- 
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fourth  century,  or  any  century  after  the  Apostles,  or  indeed 
upon  any  thing  but  the  sacred  writings.  It  is  certain,  he  looked 
upon  the  doctrine  of  the  Chdhead  of  the  Holy  Ghost ,  as  one  of 
those  truths^  into  the  knowledge  whereof  the  Apostles  were  led 
immediately  after  Christ's  ascension°*.  All  that  was  done  after, 
was  the  fixing  it  by  terms  that  could  not  be  eluded, 

I  must  observe,  that  where  Gregory  Nazianzen  speaks  of  the 
smallness  of  the  number  joining  with  Athanasius,  and  adhering 
to  the  Nicene  faith ;  some  allowance  must  be  made  for  his  ora- 
torical manner  of  setting  forth  Athanasius's  singular  courage 
and  constancy :  or  else  he  must  be  understood  only  of  the 
Christians  of  Alexandria  or  Constantinople ;  who  had  been,  for 
the  generality,  perverted  by  the  Arians.  For,  as  to  other  places, 
it  is  certain,  that  the  Nicene  faith  was,  at  that  very  time,  pro- 
fessed by  almost  all  the  churches,  all  the  world  over.  For  no 
sooner  did  the  Catholics  recover  a  little  respite  from  persecution, 
about  the  year  362,  but  they  condemned  all  that  had  been  done 
by  the  Arians  in  the  Council  of  Ariminum" ;  and  professed  their 
steady  attachment  to  the  Nicene  faith.  Athanasius  assures 
the  Emperor  Jovian,  in  that  very  year  363,  that  the  Nicene  faith 
was  universally  received  by  all  the  Churches  of  Spain,  England, 
and  G^ul ;  by  all  Italy,  Dalmatia,  Dacia,  Mysia,  and  Macedonia ; 
by  all  Greece  and  Africa,  by  the  islands  of  Sardinia,  Cyprus,  and 
Candia,  by  Pamphylia,  Lycia,  Isauria,  Egypt,  Libya,  Pontus, 
Cappadocia,  and  the  East ;  that  is,  by  all  the  earth,  excepting 
a  small  number  of  Arians.  He  declares,  that  he  was  assured  of 
the  faith  of  all  those  churches ;  and  had  their  letters  by  him  to 
produce®,  in  testimony  of  it. 

From  hence  I  infer,  that  Nazianzen  is  to  be  understood  only 
of  some  particular  place  at  that  time  overrun  with  Arianism ; 
most  probably  Constantinople,  where  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia, 
Macedonius,  and  Eudoxius,  had  successively  held  the  see  for 
above  20  years ;  and  must  of  course  have  corrupted  great  num- 
bers :  and  it  is  certain,  that  by  the  succession  of  Demophilus, 
(another  ringleader  of  the  Arians,)  the  Catholic  interest  in  that 
city  was  in  a  manner  oppressed  and  stifled,  before  Nazianzen 
came  thither,  about  the  year  378. 

To  return.     I  have  nothing  more  to  say  to  your  long  account 

"*  Tovrooy  tv  that.  vofiiC<o,  Koi  aMjp  Arians,  sect.  83.  p.  379,  &c. 
Tov  7rv€VfjLaros  t^v  B€6rrrra,  &c.    Qr&g,        o  Athanas.  Epist.  ad   Jovian,   p. 

Nifiwr.  Orat,  xxxvii.  p.  oop.  787. 

"  See  miemont's  History  of  the 
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oi  HypoBtasiSy  which  does  not  at  all  affect  me:  when  you  are 
once  able  to  fix  and  settle  the  precise  meaning  of  individual^ 
ideniiccd  suistance,  you  may  then  know  how  to  oppose  me.  That 
person  is  stibstance,  I  have  always  allowed :  that  substance  and 
substance  always  makes  substances,  you  cannot  prove :  or  if  you 
could,  you  know  very  well,  that  the  consequence  bears  as  hard 
upon  the  Doctor  and  you,  as  it  can  upon  me ;  since  it  makes 
the  divine  Bein^,  upon  your  own  principles,  a  compound  of  innu- 
merable substances :  so  that  you  cannot  condemn  my  way  of 
thinking  and  speaking,  but  with  the  shame  of  self-contradiction, 
and  condemning  your  own  selves. 

I  had  told  you  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  479.  that  to  say  the 
one  God  is  one  Person  only,  and  the  Father  that  Person,  is  the 
essence  of  SabelUanism,  and  the  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samosata  P. 
This  you  call  romantic  history ;  which  I  am  willing  to  excuse, 
charitably  believing  you  really  think  so :  though  had  any  man 
well  versed  in  antiquity  told  me  as  much,  I  must  have  had 
a  hard  opinion  of  his  sincerity.  You  pretend,  that  the  professed 
doctrine  of  those  that  opposed  Paul  of  Samosata,  was,  that  the 
"  one  God  was  the  Father,  by  way  of  eminence.''  That  is,  the 
Father  was  eminently  styled  one  God :  not  that  the  Father  alone 
was  the  one  God,  exclusive  of  a  real  Son ;  as  Sabellius  and  Paul 
of  Samosata  taught.  I  have  shewn  you  above,  that  the  Church's 
doctrine  was  to  make  both  one  God:  and  this  was  done  by 
the  defenders  of  the  Catholic  faith,  even  against  the  Praxeans, 
Noetians,  and  Sabellians.  You  add,  that  Paul  of  Samosata, 
and  the  Sabellians,  taught  that  the  ^'one  God  was  not  the 
"  Father  only,  but  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost."  Here  you 
are  playing  with  terms  (whether  ignorantly  or  designedly,  I  know 
not)  to  deceive  the  reader,  in  a  very  plain  case.  Pray,  what  did 
the  Sabellians  mean,  or  Paul  of  Samosata,  by  making  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  one  GW  ?  Just  the  same  as  if  you  should 
style  the  Father  Creator,  Redeemer,  and  Sanctifier,  and  then  say, 
that  the  Creator,  Redeemer,  and  Sanctifier  are  one  God,  To  the 
Person  of  the  Father,  the  ahne  God,  (according  to  them,)  they 
were  pleased  to  apply  two  names  more,  that  of  Son  and  Holy 
Ghost:  and  so  the  same  one  real  Person,  the  Person  of  the 

P     Kai  yap  ra  3vrt  Koi  avrol  ov  Svo     aTaa-iv,icalTovayiov7rv€VfMTOs irpo- 

<f)afi€v  €(va(  dfovs  ovSe  B^ortfTas,  dXXd  cumov  tv  rhv  Bthv  afia  r^  Xoym  ff>aa\v, 

fiiav  Seonjra — o{rro£  fie  ov  Xryct  fxovov  o>r  &vBpcMrov  €va  Koi  rhv  avrov  X6yop. 

Qcbv  8ia  rh  irrjyriv  tlvaL  rhv  iraripa,  Epiphan,  de  Paul,  Samosot,  H<er,  Ixv. 

dkXa  fi6vov  Q(6v  dvatp&p,  Saov  r6  kot  p.  009. 
oiyrdy,  rriv  rov  vlov  Ot&rriTa  kcu  vfrd- 
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Father y  was  alone,  with  them,  the  one  Gk)dq.  I  shewed  you  this 
by  plain  testimonies :  and  now,  where  is  the  difference  between 
them  and  you  ;  except  that  they  made  the  Person  of  the  Father 
the  alone  God^  under  three  names ;  you  make  the  same  one  Person 
the  alone  God,  under  the  one  name  of  the  self-existent  God^l 
This  I  demonstrated  very  distinctly  to  you  in  my  Defence ;  and 
you  take  not  the  least  notice  of  it.  The  reader  will  suspect  you 
had  a  reason  for  slipping  over  so  material  a  point. 

I  retorted  upon  you  your  plea  from  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  asking,  how 
you  can  make  iioo  Gods,  in  contradiction  to  St.  Paul,  who  says 
there  is  hut  one  ?  You  distinguish  between  a  supreme  God  and 
an  inferior  God ;  which  St.  Paul  does  not :  we  distinguish  upon 
the  strict  or  large  intent  of  the  exclusive  terms  :  and  I  told  you, 
that  our  distinction  was  much  older,  and  better  warranted  than 
yours.  I  therefore  desired  you  no  more  to  charge  us  with  con- 
tradicting St.  Paul ;  but  either  to  condemn  yourselves  for  doing 
it,  or  at  least  to  acquit  both.  To  this  you  reply,  that  to  say 
"  the  Son  is  {an  inferior)  God,  is  no  way  contrary  to  this  text.'*' 
But  it  is  contrary  to  the  whole  tenor  of  Scripture,  and  to  the 
fourth  verse  of  that  very  chapter ;  which  says  absolutely,  that 
"  there  is  none  other  God  but  one.''  St.  Paul  does  not  say,  no 
supreme  God  only,  but  absolutely,  none.  In  strictness  therefore 
you  contradict  St.  Paul,  as  directly  as  possible :  and  you  have 
no  other  way  of  coming  off,  but  by  a  n<yoel  distinction.  Now, 
since  it  is  easy  for  us  to  come  off  from  the  charge  you  make,  by 

<i  ^ao-xct  dc  (navXof  6  ^afjLoa-arevsi)  &c.   Gregory  Nysecn's  observation  is 

Bfbv  fraT€pa,  km  vl6v,  Koi  Syiov  mf^-  worth  the  reciting :  he  says  thus : 

lui  €va  Q€6p' fiTj  ehai  dc  t6v  vl6v  "  To    charge    our    doctrine    with 

Tov  Ofov  €vvTr6<TTaTov,  dKka  iv  avr^  *'  SabeUianism,  or  Montanism,  is  much 

Oe^,  &(m(p  a/uXet  Koi  6  Sa/3cXXtor,  "  the  same  as  to  impute  to  us  the  bias- 

Sec.    Epiph.  Hter.  Ixv.  p.  698.  ''  phemy  ofEunomius.  For  if  anyone 

Havkos  6  2afio<raTevs  6e5v  ex  ttjs  "  carefmly  examines  into  the  common 

irap3€vov  Sfidkoytl,  Ge^v  cV  'Sa{ap€T  '*  mistake  of  those  heresies,  he  will 

ifbB4vra        ry   iitv   npoopio-fiA    irp6  "  find  that  it  has  a  near  affinity  to 

tuaviav  6vTa,  rv  be  xmdp^fi  €k  'Sa[ap€T  **  that  of  Eunomius.     Both  judaize 

avabetx^evra'  iva  eh  cfcy,  d>rfa\v,  6  eirl  "in  the  same  doctrine ;  as  not  admit- 

napra  Btbs,  6  narrip.    Athanas.  contr.  "  ting  the  only-begotten  to  be  God, 

ApolUnar.  p.  643.  "  nor  receiving  the  Holy  Ghost  into 

*0i^  yap  So^cXXto;  ^*V*  rpunnffiov,  "  the  communion  of  the  Godhead  of 

rovTov  EMfuos  ovopaiei    ayemnfrov.  **  him  whom  they  call  the  great  and 

Greg.  Nyss.  contra  Eunom.  p.  676.  "  the  first  God.  For,  whom  Sabellius 

alias  248.  '*  caUs  the  trinominal  God,  the  same 

Uterque  haereticorum  istorum  sin-  **  does  Eunomius  name  self -existent : 

gularem  in  Deo  personam  asseruit ;  "  and  neither  of  them  looks  ui)on  the 

quod  de  Sabellio  nemo  prorsus  igno-  "  Godhead  as  common  to  a  Trinity  of 

rat :    de  Paulo   Samosateno  testan-  "  Persons.  Let  the  reader  then  judge 

tern  Epiphanium  audivimus.     Petav.  *'  who  it  is  that  comes  nearest  to 

Dogm.  vol.  v.  p.  6.  "  Sabellius."     Greg.  Nyss.  Orat.  ix. 

'  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  480,  p.  676.  alias  248. 
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the  help  of  a  distinction^  and  one  much  better  warranted  than 
yours ;  why  are  we  blamed,  and  you  freed  ?  I  have  before  shewn 
what  we' mean  by  saying  that  the  Son  is  tacitly  included,  though 
the  Father  be  eminently  styled  the  one  God :  not  that  the  word 
God,  or  the  word  Father ,  in  such  cases,  includes  Father  and  Son ; 
but  it  is  predicated  of  one  only,  at  the  same  time  that  it  is  tacitly 
understood  that  it  may  be  equally  predicated  of  either  or  both  ; 
since  no  opposition  is  intended  against  either,  but  against  crec^ 
tures  aiad  false  gods.  You  have  here  passed  over  fifteen  pages  of 
mine,  which  contained  things  of  great  moment :  I  may  pass  over 
two  of  yours,  which  contain  nothing  but  words. 

Query  XXIV. 

Whether  Gal.  iv.  8.  may  not  be  enough  to  determine  the  dispute 
betwixt  us ;  since  it  obliged  the  Doctor  to  confess,  that  Christ  is  by 
nature  truly  God,  as  truly  as  man  is  by  nature  truly  man. 

He  equivocates  there,  indeed,  as  usaal.  For,  he  will  have  it  to  signify 
that  Christ  is  God  by  nature,  only  as  having,  by  that  nature  which 
he  derives  from  the  Father,  true  divine  power  and  dominion :  that 
is,  he  is  truly  Grod  by  nature,  as  having  a  nature  distinct  from,  and 
inferior  to,  God's,  wanting  the  most  essential  character  of  God,  self- 
existence.  What  is  this  bat  trifling  with  words,  and  playing  fast  and 
loose  ? 

THE  Modest  Pleader  here  stands  in  the  front;  and,  after  his 
solemn  way,  gives  me  rebukes ,  when  he  is  at  a  loss  for  answers. 
He  tells  me  of  an  express  Scripture-distifiction  that  I  am  rwK- 
etdinff :  as  if  ridiculing  what  is  really  ridiculous,  and  what  is  very 
profomely  called  express  Scripture,  (viz.  the  distinction  of  tux> 
adorable  Oods,  supreme  and  inferior,)  were  ridiculing  Scripture. 
However,  I  was  ridiculing  nothing  in  this  Query;  but  only 
laying  before  the  reader  two  or  three  instances  of  Dr.  Clarke^s 
equivocating  and  trifling :  which,  it  seems,  is  resented  as  a  high 
aflront,  and  is  to  be  turned  upon  the  Scripture  itself.  And  the 
reader  is  to  be  gravely  called  to  judge,  whether  it  were  a  "  real 
"  according  to  knowledge,  &c.'*'  All  this,  because  one  fcJUble 
man,  who  has  been  charging  whole  churches  and  whole  ages  with 
contradiction  and  nonsense,  has  been  charged  with  trifling  and 
contradicting  himself;  and  that  in  a  case  too,  which  is  self- 
evident  and  undeniable. 

The  argument  on  which  the  charge  rests  is  this : 

"  He  that  has  not  the  nature  of  the  true  amd  only  God,  or  is 
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"not  naturalfy  and  necesiorily  God,  is  not  by  nahn/re  truly  Gorf, 
*'  as  truly  as  man  is  by  nature  tmfy  man. 

"  Our  Lord  (according  to  the  Doctor)  has  not  the  nature  of 
"  the  true  and  only  God,  nor  is  he  naturally  tOiA  necessarily  God : 
"  therefore  he  is  not  Jy  n^xture  truly  God,  as  truly  as  man  is 
"  hy  nature  truly  man.'" 

Let  the  reader  now  judge  whether  the  Doctor,  in  saying  that 
Christ  is  *'  by  nature  truly  God,^  &c.  has  not  either  grossly  con- 
tradicted himself^  or  meanly  equirocated.  It  might  have  become 
this  Modest  Pleader  either  to  have  confessed  the  charge,  or  to 
have  shewn  how  to  get  clear  of  it.  All  he  can  say  is,  that  "  the 
"  Son  has,  by  that  nature  which  he  derives  from  the  Father, 
"  true  dominion  -P  and  so  has  every  h/uyful  magistrate  true  do- 
minion^  in  as  just  a  sense  as  is  here  understood  of  Christ,  a  do- 
minion derived  from  God.  Is  this  what  according  to  use  of 
language,  and  custom  of  speech,  has  been  understood  by  the 
phrase  God  hy  nature  f  And  how  has  Christ,  hy  natwre^  true  do* 
minion,  when  his  nature  is  supposed  to  have  existed  before  any 
dominion  commenced,  and  is  supposed  also  to  continue  after  the 
dominion  shall  cease  \  Not  to  mention  that  the  dominion  is  also 
presumed  to  proceed  from  free  grants  and  to  be  given  or  taken 
away  at  pleasure.  Is  this  to  be  as  truly  God  hy  natwre^  as  man 
is  hy  nature  truly  man !  If  this  be  not  burlesquing  Scripture, 
ridicuUng  every  thing  serious,  and  making  a  jest  of  all  language, 
I  know  not  what  is.  To  divert  the  reader  from  dwelling  upon 
the  Doctor^s  mismanagement,  you  charge  me  next  with  a  '^  heap 
^^  of  absurdities,^  (p.  465.)  as  it  is  a  very  easy  matter  for  a  man, 
when  his  head  is  clouded,  or  his  passions  are  up,  to  make 
hhmders  for  others,  and  then  comment  upon  them.  Let  us 
hear. 

I .  The  first  pretence  is,  that  I  contradict  myself  in  making 
self-existence  no  essential  character,  and  yet  approving  the  putting 
it  in  a  definition  of  the  supreme  Being,  as  an  essential  character. 
That  is  to  say,  because  self-eodetence  often  has,  and  still  may  be 
used  in  different  senses,  therefore  the  allowing  in  one  sense  what 
I  disaUow  in  another,  is  contradicting  myself. 

9.  The  second  pretence  is,  that  to  call  self-exisUnt  an  am- 
Uguous  term,  and  an  equivocal  word,  is  ridiculous.  To  which  it 
is  sufficient  to  say,  that  to  deny  it  is  much  more  90. 

3.  The  third  pretence  is,  that  to  call  self  existence  a  character 
merely  negoitive^  is  absurd.     That  is  according  as  it  is  under- 

VOL.  II.  3  A 
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stood :  for  to  make  it  positive,  in  some  oases^  is  infinitely  absurd  ; 
as  hath  been  shewn  above. 

4.  A  fourth  cavil  is,  that  the  distinction  of  eisenticd  and  j9«r- 
sancU  has  no  place  here,  because  both  the  Person  and  the  essence 
are  self-existent.  But  this  is  begging  the  question.  The  essence 
belongs  to  three  Persons ;  setf-existence^  or  vmderivednessy  to  one 
only :  therefore  though  necessary  eaistetice  be  an  essential  char- 
rafter  common  to  all,  setf-exittence  is  not. 

5.  A  fifth  cavil  is  against  my  including  ^e^pvin^  in  the  definition 
of  the  divine  nature,  abstracting  from  the  consideration  of 
person.  "  As  if,''  say  you,  *'  supremacy  was  a  character,  not 
^'  of  a  living  agent,  but  of  an  abstract  essence.'"  Bidiculous 
enough:  as  if  the  living  substance,  common  to  three  persons, 
were  not  as  truly  living^  and  agents  as  when  considered  in  one*. 
Let  the  reader  now  judge  to  whom  the  "  heap  of  absurdities'' 
justly  belongs.  You  have  invented  some  imoffinary  ones  for 
me,  and  betrayed  recU  ones  of  your  own;  having  a  happier 
talent  at  writing  nonsense  for  others,  than  sense  for  yourself. 

Your  argument  to  prove  that  a  person  may  be  Chd  on 
account  of  dominion  before  any  dominion  conunenced,  has  heea 
already  answered.  As  to  the  sense  of  Gal.  iv.  8.  I  referred  to 
what  had  been  said  by  a  learned  gentleman  <  upon  it.  You,  on 
the  other  hand,  refer  to  Dr.  Clarke's  pieces,  and  to  Modest  Pioa, 
&c.  The  dispute  is  about  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  roi9  /a^ 
<p(6(r€io  5<n  ^eot9,  or  shorter,  about  </)i;<rct  ©eiy,  God  by  nature^ 
what  it  should  signify ;  whether  substantially  and  essewtiaUy  God, 
or  realty  God,  as  hamng  true  dominion.  The  reasons  for  tiie 
former  interpretation  are  such  as  follow  : 

1.  The  common  use  of  the  term  </)t;<r45,  for  essence,  or  sub- 
stance. 

2.  The  use  of  <f)v<ret  0€^9  in  that  sense  among  Greek  writers*^ : 
as  particularly  by  Irenseus  and  Athanasius;  and  by  Gregory 
Nyssen  in  relation  to  this  very  text. 

3.  Worship  is  required  to  be  given  to  God  principally  on  ac- 

■  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  140.  cation.     Iren,  lib.  iv.  cap.  i. 

t  The   Scriptmre  Doctrine  of  the        Bthv  tivra  koto  rrpf  {[jwruf,  S>iF€p  6 

Trinity,  Sec.  p.  19,  &c.    True  Scrip-  irarrfp.    Athan,  vol.  u.  p.  43. 
tw«  Doctrine  Ck>ntinued,  p.  73,  Sec.        ^v<r€i  BeSs.  Athan.  tn  Psal.  p.  83. 

Edwards's  Critical  Remarks,  p.  18.  Greg.   Nyss.  contir.  Eun.  p.  9.  See 

u  NaturcUiter  Deus,  in  oi)po8ition  above,  p.  570.    Eustathius,  Fabric 

to  one  that  only  bears  dominion,  who  vol.  viii.  p.  174, 185.    Yid,  Cleric,  de 

is  God  verba  tenus.     Irenseus  allows  Art.  crit.  p.  103. 
the  distinction,  but  rejects  the  appli- 
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count  of  his  being  6  i)v^  or  Jehomh ;  that  is,  on  account  of  his 
being  essential^,  or  substanHalfy  God.  Nor  is  it  of  any  moment 
what  the  Modest  Plea  urges,  that  then  Father  and  Son  will  be 
two  Jehavaks^  if  each  of  them  is  to  be  worshipped  as  being  6  iav^ 
or  Jehovah :  for  that  is  supposing  the  name  Jehovah  to  be  proper 
to  one  Person  only,  and  not  common  to  more ;  which  is  begging 
the  question. 

4.  Scripture  is  used  to  argue  against  the  gods  of  the  heathen, 
as  being  »o  Gods ;  not  as  wanting  divine  dominion  only,  but  as 
having  no  divine  nature  or  substance. 

5.  The  true  notion  of  idolatry  is  paying  religums  honour  to  any 
thing  that  has  not  the  divine  perfections ;  that  is,  divine  substance, 
the  only  ground  of  divine  perfections.  To  which  may  be  added, 

6.  That  St.  Paul  (Bom.  i.  ao.)  condemns  the  worship  of  the 
creaiu/rey  confines  all  worship  to  the  Creator :  which  is  explicatory 
of  Gal.  iv.  8.  Now  the  Creator  is  God  essentially,  the  creature 
not  essentially  God :  wherefore,  as  all  things  are  really  excluded 
by  St.  Paul  from  worship  that  are  not  essenticdly  divine;  that 
must  be  the  meaning  of  Qal,  iv.  8.  These  are  the  reasons  on  our 
side.     Dr.  Clarke,  on  the  other  hand,  pleads, 

I.  The  different  use  of  the  word  c^iJa-iy  in  Scriptwrey  to  signify 
state,  condition,  capacity^  &c.  and  even  customs  only.  But  if  the 
places  be  well  considered  where  the  expression  <f)v<r€i,  by  nature, 
occurs ;  we  shall  find  that  it  is  put  in  opposition  to  something 
accessionaly  superinduced,  accidental,  or  the  like:  from  whence 
one  may  plainly  perceive  that  it  relates  to  something  inherent, 
innate,  permanent,  fixed  and  implanted  in  any  thing  from  the 
first.  The  uncircumcision  by  nature  (Rom.  ii.  27.)  is  opposed 
to  circumcision  superinduced  by  law.  The  wildness  hy  nature 
(Rom.  xi.  24.)  is  opposed  to  what  is  superinduced  hy  grace.  The 
Jews  are  said  to  be  such  hy  natwrCj  as  being  such  from  their 
birth,  in  opposition  to  being  made  or  <$dopted.  The  Gentiles  do 
hy  nature  the  things  contained  in  the  law,  (Rom.  ii.  14.)  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  doing  the  same  by  a  superinduced  law.  We  are  hy 
nature  children  of  wrath,  bom  such  in  opposition  to  the  super- 
induced new- birth  hy  grace :  that  is,  by  our  depraved  nature,  our 
conditio  nascendi,  since  the  fall,  we  are  under  the  sentence  of  the 
divine  displeasure^.     Even  in  that  famous  place,  (1  Cor.  xi.  14.) 

'  Natoram  alher  didmus  cum  pro-  qua,  ex  illius  damnati  poena,  et  mor- 

prie  lo^uinrar  naturam  hominis,  in  tales  et  i^ari,  et  cami  subditi  nasci- 

qua  pranum  in  suo   genere  incul-  mur.    August,  de  Lib.  Arbitr,  lib.  iii. 

pabilu  factus  eat :    alner   iBtam   in  cap.  19. 

3  A  ^ 
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**  Doth  not  even  nature  itself  teach  you,  &e."  the  word  nature 
does  not  signify  cuttoniy  but  the  matctdme  nature,  in  oppositioo 
to  the  j^tmn^.  Subjection  is  naht/ral  to  the  woman,  in  token 
whereof  she  is  to  wear  her  veil ;  and  her  hair,  as  another  kind 
of  veil :  while  the  ma/ny  in  token  of  his  being  nahMvUy  superior 
to  the  woman,  goes  with  his  head  uncovered,  and  with  short 
hair.  Nature,  in  the  formation  of  the  two  sexes,  has  made  the 
distinction  of  miperiarity  and  inferiority ;  and  they  are  bom  to 
this  or  that,  by  the  condition  of  their  sex.  This  appears  to  be 
the  most  obvious  and  easy  sense  of  that  text.  Such  being  the 
usual  sense  of  nattbre^  or  of  the  phrase  hy  nature ;  we  may  infer 
thus  much  from  Gbl.  iv.  8.  That  notiiing  is  to  be  worMpped 
that  has  not  a  divine  nature.  Whatever  is  Ood  by  nature^  as 
Christ  is  now  supposed  to  be,  must  have  tAcU  which  maiee  God  to 
be  Gfody  (in  like  manner  as  man  by  nature  must  have  that  uMek 
makes  man  to  be  man ;  or  a  Jew  by  nature  must  have  that  wUek 
makes  a  Jew  to  be  a  Jew,  and  the  like :)  and  what  can  that 
be,  but  his  having  the  divine  perfectumSy  and  consequently,  the 
divine  substance y  coeval  with  the  Father;  that  is,  from  all 
eternity  ? 

I  may  add,  that  whatever  passages  may  be  brought  of  the 
use  of  <f)i;(rei,  yet  they  come  not  fully  up  to  the  case ;  onleas 
^t^€i  0€i$  could  be  shewn  to  bear  such  a  sense  as  you  would 
put  upon  it.  Many  examples  may  be  brought  of  ours :  few,  or 
perhaps  none,  of  yours.  The  Modest  Pleader,  (p.  247.)  thinks 
that  the  passage  cited  out  of  EusebiusT,  where  ^milian  tiie 
Roman  prsefect  makes  mention  of  the  Pagan  deities,  as  bdng 
gods  by  nature^  is  directly  contrary  to  our  notion ;  because  the 
Romans  did  not  look  upon  their  gods  to  be  setf-esristent  and 
supreme.  This  observation  is  to  the  purpose,  and  is  not  without 
its  weight.  But  as  the  Pagans  had  several  schemes  of  theology^ 
and  several  hypotheses  in  respect  of  their  gods,  and  it  cannot  be 
certainly  known  what  hypothesis  j£!milian  went  upon ;  we  can- 
not be  certain  in  what  sense  he  used  the  phrase.  And  though 
the  Pagans  did  not  believe  more  than  one  supreme  Oody  yet  their 
inferior  gods  were  generally  supposed  iy4vriToij  eternal^  and 
necessarily  existing ;  which  answers  to  Otol  Kara  tjwow,  gods  by 
nature^.    Besides  that,  as  many  Pagans  as  supposed  the  inferkNr 

y  Tis  v^  vfMs  K«>Xv(t  fcol  Tovrw,  «  Tbe  primary  and  arcfakal  bongs* 

ttwtp  ^(TTi  ScAff,  fi^  Twf  Korii  ^vo-iv  according  to  TridiaB,  wew  the  VtigKa 

B€&v  wpoaKwtivi  Euseb.  lib.  vii.  cap.  deitaea. 

1 1*  p*  335-  ""Avorrrr  o^  6<roi  wJnron  &fokoyUif 
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gods  to  be  nothing  but  the  pdyonymy  of  their  one  supreme  God, 
must  have  thought  them  all  to  be^^eoi  #car&  ^Avw,  gods  by 
ikfiure. 

I  may  add,  that  it  seems  highly  probable  that  ^milian  de- 
signed what  he  said^  in  answer  to  what  Dionysius  or  other 
Christians  had  pleaded  ;  viz.  that  they  worshipped  one  that  was 
God  by  nature,  in  opposition  to  the  P<»gcm  deiHeSy  which  were 
none  of  them  such.  I  say,  in  answer  hereto^  he  pleads  that  their 
deities  were  gods  by  nature  also:  and  why  then  might  not 
Christians  worship  both  the  Pagan  gods,  and  their  aum  ?  The 
heathens  had  before  this  time  learned  to  refine  their  theology, 
and  to  pretend  as  much  in  honour  of  the  Pagan  divinity ^  as  the 
Christians  pleaded  for  theirs :  and  the  dispute  now  was,  which  of 
them  could  most  clearly  make  good  their  plea^. 

But  I  proceed  to  a  second  argument  for  your  sense  of  the 
text. 

2,.  The  Modest  Pleader  argues,  that  if  St.  Paul  had  gone  upon 
our  scheme,  he  would  not  have  said  roh  fi.)i  fp^an  6i<ri  ^eo&,  but 
Tois  fAri  <tricr€i  oJf<n  $€^ ;  not  them  which  by  nature  are  not  godsy  but 
them  which  by  nature  are  not  God :  because  to  say,  they  are 
not  gods^  as  not  being  of  the  same  divine  substance,  seems  to 
intimate  that  they  would  be  gods  if  they  were  of  the  same  sttb- 
stance^  and  not  one  God  as  upon  our  principles.  But  St.  Paul's 
expression  is  very  right.  The  fault  of  the  Pagans  was  not  in 
worshipping  gods ;  had  there  really  been  many  gods,  many  gods 
by  nature :  their  fault  was  in  worshipping  gods  that  were  not 
really  and  essentially  such.  Nor  would  it  be  any  fault  in  Chris- 
tians to  worship  many  gods^  were  there  really  many  gods  by 
nature  :  but  the  fault  is  in  worshipping  any  that  are  not  gods  by 
nature,  or  more  gods  than  there  really  are ;  which  fault  is  com- 
mitted by  worshipping  more  gods  than  one,  because  there  is  but 
one  God  by  nature.  Whether  more  persons  than  one  would  be 
more  gods,  or  otherwise,  by  partaking  of  the  same  substance ;  is 
neither  affirmed  nor  denied  in  this  place  of  St.  Paul :  only  the 
Pagans  are  condemned  for  worshipping  those  as  gods^  which  had 

€l<ruf  ^ufxtvot,  ra  npwra  Kara  ffnHrw  *  Cum  de  re  loquimur  dwina  vo- 

Bfovi  iiropou4iiopT€t  fr(p\  ravra   r^y  biscum,  hoc  ut  oetendatis  exposcimus, 

Btokoyucffv  €inaTfifjarjv  npay/jLaninadm  esse  Deos  alios  natura,  vi,  nomine : 

ifMo-L    ProcL  Plot.  TTkeol,  lib.  i.  cap.  non  in  simulachris  propositoe  quoe 

3.  p.  5.    Vid.  Plotin.  Ennead.  a.  lib.  videmus,  sed  in  ea  substantia  in  (jua 

IX.  cap.  I.  conveniat  sestimari  tanti  esse  nominis 

Al  rw  6e&p  olirlm  ovdc  iyivovro.  oportere    virtutem.       Amob,    contr. 

TcL  yap  6tl   Hvra   ovdcirore    yitfovrcu.  Gent,  lib.  iii.  p.  lOI. 
Samtt,  de  Mvnd.  cap.  ii.  p.  344. 
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not  the  rMiJtwre  of  godsy  or  what  was  necessary  to  make  them 
really  gods, 

3.  It  is  further  pleaded  by  Dr.  Clarke,  that  the  true  notioa 
of  idolatry  is  the  ascribiug  to  any  being  such  worship  and  honour 
as  does  not  belong  to  it. 

To  thi^  pretence  see  a  sufficient  answer  in  True  Scripture 
Doctrine  Continued  ^  of  which  the  Modest  Plea  has  tsJ^en  no 
notice. 

To  conclude  this  article;  you  have  not  been  able  to  acquit 
the  Doctor  of  the  charge  of  equivocating^  or  eontradiding  him- 
self ;  nor  to  take  off  the  force  of  our  argument  built  up(m  Gkil. 
iv.  8.  for  the  essential  divinity  of  Ck)d  the  Son :  who,  because 
he  is  adorable,  is  therefore  God  hy  natwre  in  virtue  of  that 
text.  Your  trifling  about  the  definition  I  gave  from  MfJiMao- 
then,  as  if  it  could  not  be  scriptural  because  it  is  taken  from 
Melancthon^  who  took  it  from  Scripture,  is  beneath  my  notice. 

Query  XXV. 
Whether  it  be  not  clear  from  all  the  genuine  remains  of  antiquity,  that  the 
Catholic  Church  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  and  even  from  the  be-  ^ 
ginning,  did  believe  the  eternity  and  consubstantiality  of  the  Son ; 
if  either  the  oldest  creeds,  as  interpreted  by  those  that  recite  them ; 
or  the  testimonies  of  the  earliest  writers,  or  the  public  censures 
passed  upon  the  heretics,  or  particular  passages  of  the  ancientest 
Fathers,  can  amount  to  a  proof  of  a  thing  of  this  nature  ? 

I  AM  here  to  dispute  first  with  the  Modest  Pleader,  who 
may  be  known  by  hi&  positive  style,  and  n\agisterial  air,  to  make 
good  the  title  of  his  treatise.  I  am  rebuked  for  my preswiy^tum, 
in  this  Query :  and  why !  Because  I  have  presumed  to  tell  the 
world  what  has  been  proved  an  hundred  times  over :  and  yet 
not  positively  affirming  it,  but  putting  it  by  way  of  Query,  to  be 
fairly  debated.  This  solemn  gentleman,  I  suppose,  will  call  it 
presumption^  in  a  while,  for  any  man  to  undertake  to  defend 
the  faith  of  all  the  Christian  churches.  To  such  a  height 
may  men  be  carried  by  a  strong  conceit  of  their  own  novel 
hypothesis. 

I  had  modestly  appealed  to  the  oldest  creeds^  not  directly,  but 
as  interpreted  hy  those  that  recite  them.  And  where  was  the  pre- 
sumption of  doing  it  ?  His  cavil,  upon  this  occasion,  I  answered 
in  a  note  to  my  eighth  Sermon  c.  I  appealed  also  to  censures 
passed  upon  heretics.     In  reply  to  this  I  am  told, 

^  True  Script.  Doctr.  p.  76,  78,  &c.  «  Vol.  ii.  p.  193. 
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I.  That  the  most  remarkable  oenBures  were  passed  upon  the 
Ebionites ;  who  taught  that  Christ  was  a  mere  man^  in  whom  the 
supreme  God  dwelt.  But  if  their  great  guilt,  and  the  heinous- 
ness  of  it,  lay  in  the  consequence  of  their  principles,  in  their 
denying  Chrisfs  dimnity ;  then  it  will  appear  that  the  modem 
impugners  of  Ohrist'^s  dimnity  are  nearly  concerned  m  the  cen- 
sures passed  upon  the  Ebionites.  For  indeed  the  great  danger 
and  impiety  of  their  heresy  was  not  merely  in  making  a  creature 
some  years^  or  ages,  yov/nger  than  he  really  was ;  but  in  denying 
their  GW,  in  refusing  to  acknowledge  him  as  really  and  truly 
God,  Irenseus^^,  the  oldest  Father  that  mentions  the  Ebionites, 
represents  the  case  thus :  ''  The  Ebionites  Ghxl  ^will  judge : 
"  How  can  they  be  saved,  if  he  was  not  God  who  upon  earth 
^^  wrought  salvation !  Or  how  shall  man  come  to  Ood,  if  Gk>d 
**  (o  0ei9)  had  not  come  to  manT  In  another  place,  he  says, 
^*  Vain  are  the  Ebionites,  not  admitting  the  union  of  Ood  and 
"  man^  hy  faith,  into  their  souls.**^  He  proceeds  to  observe,  that  the 
Holy  Spirit  (by  which  he  understands  the  Logos^  as  do  many  other 
Fathers^)  came  upon  the  Virgin  :  and  a  little  lower,  blames  the 
Ebionites  again,  as  "  not  receiving  God'^  along  with  the  man. 
Now  it  is  well  known  in  how  strict  a  sense  Irenseus  understood 
the  word  God^  and  that  he  applied  it  in  the  same  strict  sense  to 
God  the  Son ;  as  I  have  proved  above.  As  many  therefore  as 
deny  the  Son  to  be  God  in  that  sense,  were  condemned  in  the 
Ebionites  long  ago ;  as  is  plainly  proved  from  this  Father.  To 
tiie  same  purpose  speak  other  writers  ^  of  the  Ebionites  (and  of 

<*  ^KvoKpivti  di  Koi  Tovs  *ll$ia>vovs*  duxit  qu«  ChriBtum  hominem  tan- 

nm  dvvavrcu  aod&rjvcu  el  fArj  6  Q€6s  ^v  6  tummodo  diceret,  Deum  autem  ilium 

T^v  a-fOTTfpiap  avr&v  eirl  yfjs  eoyaa-a-  negaret.     Auctor,  Am>end,  tui  TerhUl, 

/i€vor;  $7rfiaf&^p<i0m>f;(<0pf;o'€(ftf  Bf^v,  de  Prescript,  cap.  oo. 
€t  fiTj  6  Q€6s  ix(oprimj  els  avdpwirov ;         * Apvrj(ri$€ov  ajroarcurias,  Euseb,  lib. 

Iren.  lib.  iv.  cap.  30.  p.  2yi.  v.  cap.  38. 

Vani  autem  et  Ebionsei,  imitionem        Paul  of  Samosata,  his  crime  was 

Dei  et  hominis,  per  fidem,  non  reci-  denying  his  God, 
pientes.     Iren,  lib.  v.  cap.  i.  p.  293.  ToO  ical  t6v  Q«6v  t6u  iavrov  koL  kv- 

Non  recipientes  Deum  ad  commix-  piov  dpvovfUvov.  Episl.  Syn,  Antioch, 

tionem  suam.  apud  Euseb.  lib.  vii.  cap.  30. 

®  Irenseus,    p.    216.  Just.   Mart.        Hebion  discipulus  Cerinthi,  in  mul- 

Apol.  i.  cap.  43.  p.  69.     Clem.  Alex,  tis  ei  similiter  errans,  Salvatorem  nos- 

p.  654.    Tertull.  contr.   Prax.  cap.  trum  hominem  de  Joseph  natum,  car- 

26,  27.     Novat.  cap.  19.  naliter  sestimabat,  nihilque  in  eo  divi- 

^  Kal  yap  KOKeivot  rjroi  i/rtX6v  &vBp<i>'  nitatis  fuisse  docebat ;  sed  sicut  omnes 

vo¥  6fwXoyov(ri  ireipvKtvai  rhv  Xpiarov  prophetse,  sic  et  eum  gratiam  Dei  ha- 

eis  rhv  ^v,  3€6t7)tos  avrov TOTokevrov  buisse  adserebat,  non  tamen  Dominum 

dpvovfi€viH,    HippoL  Fragm.  vol.  i.  p.  Majestatis,  et  Dei  Patris  Filium  cum 

281.  Patre  sempitemum  credebat.    Phi- 

Accedit  his  'fheodotus,  hsereticus  lastr,  Hcer,  cap.  37. 

Byzantius,  qui doctrinam  intro- 
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such  others  as  the  Ebionites)  both  before  and  after  the  Nio^ie 
(Council.  The  great  impiety  of  such  m^i  was  in  their  being 
ipmia-M^oi^  dleniere  of  Christ^s  (iivi»ityy  blasphemers  against  his 
Crodhead,  How  you  can  yet  clear  yourselves  of  the  same  charge^ 
I  see  not.  It  was  not  without  reason  that  Alexander,  Bishop 
of  Alexandria,  charged  the  Arians,  upon  their  first  appearanoe^ 
with  reviving  the  impiety  of  Ebion,  Artemas,  and  Paul  of  Same- 
sata.     Thsod.  JS.  H.  lib.  i.  cap.  4. 

2.  The  Modest  Pleads  goes  on  to  tell  us  that  Cerinthus  was 
censured  ;  who  taught  ihxt  the  Son  of  God  woe  not  himael/made 
man^  but  only  united  to  a  man.  He  thinks  he  has  here  said 
something  smart :  but,  because  every  body  will  not  understand 
the  innuendo^  and  he  durst  not  speak  plainer  for  fear  of  dis- 
covering his  whole  AeoM^j  we  may  pass  it  over.  He  takes  no 
notice  of  G^inUius's  being  condemned,  as  wdl  as  Ebion,  for 
denying  our  Lord'^s  (Kvinity^,  and  the  etemUy  of  the  Ward.  He 
proceeds  to  observe,  that  ihe  Valentinians  and  Oataphrygians 
were  censured ;  from  whom  arose  the  doctrine  of  neeesiory  ema- 
nations:  to  which  weak  piece  of  calumny  I  have  answered 
above.  He  takes  no  notice  of  the  Valentinians  denying  the 
eternity  of  the  Loffos^  nor  of  their  making  creatt/Mre-ereaters^  nor  oi 
several  of  their  other  principles,  whereby  they  led  the  way  to 
Arianism,  as  Athanasius  hath  shewn b. 

3.  Sabellius,  it  seems,  was  censured  for  teaching  individmal 
consubstantidlUy :  that  is,  for  nonsense.  For  eonsubstantiaUty  and 
imdividual  (in  the  Sabellian  sense  of  indimdtial)  are  repugnant, 
and  contradictory  as  possible.  Nor  did  Sabellius  ever  teach 
consubstantiaUty  at  all^  Whether  the  Modest  Pleader  has  here 
shewn  a  zeal  according  to  knowledge^  let  any  man  judge  that 
Jtnoios  antiquity.  He  takes  no  notice  of  Sabellius^s  being  c<m- 
demned  for  confining  the  Godhead  to  one  real  Person,  (instead  ci 
extending  it  to  three,)  upon  the  very  same  principles  on  wfaidi 
Arius  afterwards  founded  a  different  heresy^  ;  viz.  the  appre- 
hension of  there  being  no  medivm^  between  making  the  Son  to 

IT  See  Bishop  Bull,  D.  F.  p.  178.         ^  So/ScOO^iordc  rov  :a^io<rarcW  Dav- 

Jud.  Eccl.  cap.  2.  Xov,  kcXt&v  kot  avroycTridcdeuenu  n)ir 

^  See  Montfaucon's  preface  to  the  vwk/iijp*  dtdomibt  yhp  r^  c{  ^hp^Um 

first  volume  of  Athanasius,  p.  24.  biaip«nv,  rj  dpoiperucji  icaixtirarraMtr 

*  'Otnrf/)  yhp  fucrct  6  6<f>\sTfiv  oap^v  ytXoit;.    Athanas,  cantr,  ApoU,  lib.  n. 

TTJs  daxf>dkTov ovt<os  kcu  *Ap€tor  Koi  p.  942 . 

So/ScXAiOf  fuati  t6v  A6yov  rrjs  4v  dXiy-         Kptvosph  irpog  rifp  Zo/ScXX/ov  rou 

3€iq,  duokoyias  roD  Spoovaiov.     Epiph.  Xifivos  b6(av  drrarnjirai  fu)   dvv^tf, 

H<er.  hdx.  n.  70.  p.  797.  t^s  opBrjs  cfcircirc  wUrrf»s,  wpdaffnnyim 

^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  469,  Geo*'  toi'  vIop  rov  GeoC  dcypariaas. 

481-  Socr,  E,  H.  lib.  iv.  cap.  33.  p.  256. 
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be  the  Belf-eofiiieni  Father  himfldf,  and  eafduding  hkn  from  the 
one  Oodhmd. 

After  a  lame,  partial,  and  fahie  account  of  the  ancient  heresies 
condenmed  by  the  Church,  the  Modest  Pleader  goes  on  to  give 
as  partial  and  false  accounts  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Fathers. 
But  having  obviated  all  his  frivolous  pretences  on  that  head 
before*  I  may  now  dismiss  him,  and  return  to  you. 

You  are  pleased  to  say,  that  my  ^'  Defence  of  this  Query  is 
'^  nothing  but  a  confused  heap  of  words  relatmg  to  metaphysical 
*'  subtilties,^  &c.  The  reader,  I  suppose,  understands  by  this 
time  what  these  and  the  like  complaints  from  you  mean.  I  no 
so<mer  find  you  expatiatmg  this  way,  but  I  conclude  you  had 
met  with  something  you  could  not  answer ;  it  being  your  con- 
stant method  thus  to  proclaim  your  defeat. 

You  durst  not  enter  upon  the  main  question  debated  under 
this  Query.  It  was  whether  the  Ante-Nioene  writers,  in  general, 
taught  A  proper  consubstantiality.  You  were  bef<»re  of  opinion 
that  it  was  afiffuraiive  or  oratorical  consubstantiality.  I  suffered 
not  the  reader  to  go  away  with  any  such  weak  pretence,  instead 
of  a  just  answer.  I  laid  before  you  several  reasons  to  the 
contrary,  such  as,  I  thought,  might  be  depended  on :  and  I  per- 
ceive now,  by  your  manner  of  replying,  (which  is  no  replying^ 
that  you  think  so  too.  I  shall  repeat  the  reasons  once  more : 
and  where  you  have  scattered  any  loose  hints  that  any  way 
relate  to  them,  I  shall  consider  them  in  their  proper  places. 

1.  I  thought  it  strange  and  unaccountable  that  so  maniff 
Fathers  should  rhetorioaU  in  a  matter  oifaHhy  and  of  the  greatest 
importanee :  and  that  none  should  be  met  with  wise  enough,  or 
good  enough  to  throw  off  the  varnish,  and  to  tell  us  the  naked 
truth. 

2.  I  thought  it  still  stranger  that  they  should  do  it,  not  in 
popidar  iaranffueSj  but  even  in  dry  debates ;  where  it  particularly 
concerned  them  to  speak  accurately  and  properly,  out  of  figure 
and  flourish. 

Hitherto  you  are  pleased  to  be  silent ;  not  a  syllable  of  reply. 
Let  me  go  on. 

3.  I  observed,  that  one  principal  and  standing  objection  of 
heretics  against  the  Catholic  doctrine  was,  that  it  inferred  a 
division  of  the  Father  s  substance.  I  thought  there  must  have 
be^i  at  least  some  colour  for  the  objection ;  as  indeed  there  was, 
if  the  Gatholics  professed  a  proper  consubstantiality :  otherwise 
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there  was  none  at  aU<°.  For  who  could  be  dlly  enough  to 
imagine  that  angels  or  archangels,  or  any  creature  whatever, 
might  not  be  created  without  a  division  or  absdssion  of  the  divine 
substance  i 

You  endeavour  at  something  (p.  47  a.)  by  way  of  reply ;  telUng 
me  that  the  ancients,  "  by  denying  all  division,  abscission,   or 
"  diminution,  did  not  mean  to  affirm  that  the  Son  was  the 
'^  individual  identical  substance  of  the  Father.^     I  would   be 
glad  to  know  what  this  phrase,  individual  identical^  &c.  means 
with  you.     I  think  it  plain,  that  the  objectors^  in  inferring  a 
division  of  substance,  thought  of  the  same  suistanee ;  and  the 
Catholics  by  denying  division,  asserted  the  same  undivided  stA- 
stance.     Whether  this  amounts  to  your  individual  identical^  &o. 
is  no  great  matter ;  since  you  do  not  care  to  say,  or  rather  do 
not  yet  know,  what  you  mean  by  it.     You  pretend  that  the 
ancients  intended  only,  to  '^  assert  the  absolute  imnmtability  of 
"  the  Father ;""  and  that  "  he  generated  the  Son,  as  one  fire 
"  lights  another,  without  any  diminution  of  himself.'*'    fiut  what 
pretence  or  colour  could  there  be  for  the  Father's  diminishing 
himself,  unless  a  proper  eonsubstantiality  was  intended !  And  if 
one  fire  be  consubstantial  to  another,  as  I  think  the  Fathers 
believed ;  that  very  instance  proves  the  thing  I  am  speaking  of. 
I  have  however  explained  above  what  they  meant  by  diminuiian^ 
and  what  by  denying  it  in  this  case. 

4.  A  fourth  argument  I  drew  from  another  noted  objedion 
made  to  the  Catholie  doctrine,  viz.  Tritheism :  and  I  observed 
both  from  the  sense  of  the  objectors^  and  from  the  meUiod  taken 
in  the  answers,  what  kind  of  Tritheism  was  intended ;  such  as 
was  founded  on  the  supposition  of  a  proper  consuhstantiaUty. 
This  argument  you  have  taken  no  notice  of,  but  have  left  it  in 
the  heap^  undisturbed. 

5.  I  added  a  fifth  reason  from  the  particular  state  of  the 
Sabellian  controversy,  and  the  arguments  made  use  of  in  it ; 
quite  different  from  what  would  have  been,  and  must  have  been, 
had  the  Fathers  been  of  the  sams  or  like  principles  with  you  and 
Dr.  Clarke.     To  which  you  say  nothing. 

6.  In  the  sixth  place,  I  threw  in  a  heap  of  reasons ;  reasons^  I 
think,  and  not  toords  only :  to  one  of  which,  relating  to  toorship, 
you  vouchsafe  me  a  brief  answer,  but  such  as  I  have  answered 
in  another  place.     Upon  the  whole,  you  appear  to  have  been 

™  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  498. 
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much  distressed  in  this  Query :  for  otherwise,  who  would  believe 
that  a  man  of  your  abilities,  after  so  long  considering,  would 
leave  any  thing  unanswered  f 

Aye,  but  after  all^  you  say,  Dr.  Glarke's  propositions  will 
remain  true  and  tmtouehed,  which  way  soever  any  of  these  points 
be  determined,  (p.  47 1 .)  Indeed,  they  are  wonderful  jpropMt^iww; 
they  seem  to  be  much  of  the  Stoic  make  and  constitution ;  that 
if  they  be  ever  so  distressed  or  crushed,  or  even  ground  to  pieces, 
yet  they  cannot  be  hurt.  To  be  serious ;  if  the  Doctor's  propo- 
sUians  have  really  nothing  contrary  to  the  Son's  eternity^  or 
eonmjbbstantiaUty^  or  necessary  existence^  (which  comes  to  the 
same ;)  if  they  leave  to  God  the  Son  that  hcmour  and  that  wor- 
ship  which  those  divine  perfections  demand ;  if  they  do  not  make 
him  preccbriaus  in  existence,  or  dependent  on  the  good  pleasure  of 
another ;  in  short,  if  they  leave  to  the  Son  the  one  true  Oodheady 
or  divine  substance,  then  let  the  propositions  pass  as  very  harm-  ' 
less,  innocent,  trifling  propositions,  containing  nothing  but  old 
truths  under  a  novel  and  conceited  way  of  expression.  But  if 
the  propositions  really  run  counter  to  the  necessary  existence^  the 
imniutable  perfections,  the  divine  toorshipj  &c.  of  Grod  the  Son, 
(as  I  conceive  they  do)  then  the  propositions  appear  to  be  very 
nearly  concerned  in  what  I  have  been  proving. 

But  yon  say,  the  true  and  only  material  question  is,  '^  Who  is 
^^  the  alone  first  Cause,  the  alone  supreme  Governor  T  &c. 
Now  as  to  this  matter,  I  will  be  very  frank  and  plain  with  you. 
Do  but  sincerely  and  plainly  acknowledge  that  God  the  Son  is 
coetemal  and  consubsta/nticd  with  the  Father,  of  the  same  divine 
substance^  necessarily  existing,  having  the  divine  perfections.  Creator 
by  his  oum  power,  worthy  of  eqtial  honour,  and  of  the  same  kind 
of  worship :  do  but  admit  these  things,  and  you  ^shall  have  the 
liberty  of  talking  as  you  please  about  the  alone  first  Cause,  and 
the  alone  supreme  Governor  ;  that  \b,  first  in  order  and  office.  But 
if  you  deny  the  Son's  necessary  existence,  if  you  deny  his  divine 
perfections  strictly  so  called,  if  you  scruple  to  admit  him  as  Creator 
by  his  ovm  power,  (which  many  Arians  allowed,)  and  to  worship 
him  as  Creator ;  nay,  to  call  him  Creator,  which  the  very  Eu- 
nomians  never  scrupled  :  if  you  betray  your  dissent  from  us  in 
so  many  and  so  material  points  as  these  are,  do  not  then  pretend 
that  the  supremacy  is  the  nMin  point  of  difference,  or  the  only 
material  question :  because  it  is  pretending  something  directly 
false,  and  what  you  know  to  be  false ;  and  therefore  what  ought 
not  to  be  pretended  by  any  honest  or  good  man.     It  is  possible 
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yoa  may  understand  iupreme  Governor  in  such  a  sense,  Uiat  all 
the  other  questions  may  be  reduced  to  that  one :  and  so  may 
they  also  to  iinaoneqtMStion  ;  whether  God  the  Son  bea  ereatmr^e 
or  no.     If  this  be  your  meaning,  then  there  is  no  diflerence 
betwixt  your  state  of  the  question  and  mine,  except  this ;  that 
what  you  have  put  into  ambiguous,  equivocal,  deceitful  words, 
to  confound  the  readers,  I  have  put  into  plain,  dear,  and  dislmct 
terms,  to  instruct  and  inform  them.  And  now  the  main  question 
will  not  be  about  the  supremacy^  whether  to  be  asserted  or 
denied ;  but  about  the  sense  and  meaning  of  supremacy :  whether 
supremacy  is  to  be  asserted  in  such  a  sense  as  to  make  the  Son 
a  creature^  or  in  such  a  sense  only  as  is  consistent  with  his  beings 
essentially  God,  and  one  God  with  the  Father.     For  you  may 
please  to  take  notice  that  many  other  questions  must  come  in, 
in  order  to  give  light  into  the  question  about  supremacy :  or  if 
you  pretend  to  take  the  supremacy  in  a  sense  peculiar  to  yourself^ 
and  then  to  argue  firom  it ;  this  is  only  begging  the  main  questum^ 
and  pursuing  your  own  inv^tions,  in  opposition  both  to  Scrip- 
ture and  antiquity. 

You  have  an  odd  remark  in  the  close :  you  say,  ^'  to  preserve 
''  the  priority  of  the  Father,  and  withal  the  divinity,  the  essential 
''  divinity,  of  the  Son,  is  no  difficulty.'^  This  is  netos  from  you : 
I  hope  you  are  sincere,  and  have  no  double  meaning.  For  if 
these  two  things,  the  essentiai  divinity  of  the  Son,  and  the 
priority  of  the  Father,  be  admitted  as  consistent,  the  dispute  is 
at  an  end.  But  you  add,  that  I  pretend  something  more,  viz. 
'^  to  preserve  the  priority  of  the  Father,  and  withal,  the  equal 
^^  supremacy  of  the  Son  in  point  of  authority  and  dominion.^ 
Yes ;  I  do  pretend  to  hold  the  priority  of  the  Father  in  order 
(which  is  natural)  and  in  office  (which  is  economical)  as  consistent 
with  the  Son'^s  essential  and  equal  divinity :  in  a  word,  I  hold 
any  supremacy  consistent  with  the  Son^s  essentiai  divinity.  If 
you  carry  the  supremacy  further,  you  either  contradict  yourself^ 
or  equivocate  in  a  childish  manner  in  the  word  essential.  Choose 
you  either  part  of  the  dilemma :  it  is  all  one  to  the  argument 
whether  the  fault  lies  in  your  heart  or  your  head. 

QUBRY  XXVI. 

Whether  the  Doctor  did  not  equivocate  or  prevaricate  strangely,  in 
saying,  "  The  generality  of  writers  before  the  Council  of  Nice  were, 
••  in  the  whole,  clearly  on  his  side :"  when  it  is  manifest,  they  were, 
in  general,  no  further  on  his  side,  than  the  allowing  a  suborimatim 
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amounts  to ;  no  fortber  than  oar  Church  is  on  his  side,  while  in  the 
main  points  of  difference,  the  eternity  and  cotuubstantiaHty^  they  are 
clearly  against  him  ?  that  is,  they  were  on  his  side,  so  feur  as  we 
acknowledge  him  to  be  right,  but  no  further. 

HEBE  I  am  told  by  the  Modest  Pleader,  (who  was  to  rectify 
your  unwary  answers  to  my  Queries,  after  he  had  seen  my 
Defence,)  that  Dr.  Clarke  did  not  equivoeoite^  or  prevaricate ; 
because  the  Ante-Nioene  writers  affree  with  him  in  all  the  points 
laid  dawn  in  his  prepositions.  This  is  a  shameful  tmtnith^  as  hath 
been  often  proved:  and  since  you  have  now  owned  that  sel/^ 
existent  is  necessarily  existent,  I  shall  point  out  to  you  what  pro- 
positions of  the  Dootor'^s  are  flatly  contrary  to  the  Ante-Nicene 
writers  in  general.  His  4th  is  one:  for  the  ancients  always 
thought  that  the  nature^  essence^  or  stibstance  of  the  Persons  was 
sufficiently  declared  in  Scripture.  His  5th  proposition  is  another: 
for  the  ancients  never  taught  that  the  Father  alone  'u\  necessarily 
existing^  but  the  contrary.  His  7th  is  ambiguous.  His  8th  is 
contrary  to  all  antiquity.  So  are  the  pth^  loth,  nth,  12th.  So 
is  the  I4th^  in  part,  if  by  self-existent  he  meant  necessarily  existing. 
His  17th  is  directly  contrary  to  the  andentSy  in  sense,  though  not 
in  words.  The  19th  has  no  manner  of  foundation  in  antiquity. 
The  25th  has  no  foundation  in  antiquity:  the  ancients  are 
contrary.  The  33d  is  not  agreeable  to  the  primitive  doctrine. 
The  38th  is  oddly  expressed :  the  covert  meaning  directly  con- 
trary to  the  Ante-Nicene  faith.  The  39th  is  contrary  to  the 
cmcients. 

As  to  proposition  43,  the  ancients  knew  nothing  of  supreme 
and  inferior  worship.  The  48th  is  contrary  to  all  the  (moients. 
So  is  the  50th  in  part :  and  the  51st  in  the  whole.  The  54th 
may  admit  of  some  dispute ;  but,  in  the  main^  the  ancients  are 
against  it. 

About  one  third  of  the  Doctor^s  prepositions  are  either  directly 
contrary  to  antiquity,  or  have  no  countenance  from  it.  I  shall 
not  here  stay  to  prove  the  particulars :  it  has  been  done  before, 
under  the  proper  heads,  in  my  Defence,  and  in  this  vindication 
of  it.  But,  supposing  I  had  charged  the  Doctor  with  something 
not  to  be  found  in  his  propositions,  but  in  his  repUeSy  or  other 
pieces ;  is  the  Doctor  ever  the  less  guilty  of  equivocating  or  pre^ 
varicating  f  Are  we  not  to  take  his  sentiments  from  any  other 
part  of  his  writings,  as  well  as  from  his  propositions  f  But  to 
proceed. 

What  you  add  about  supremacy  and  sfubordimstion  has  been 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


734  A  SECOND  DEFENCE  Qu.xxvx. 

abundantly  answered.   You  surprise  me  a  little  by  one  sentence, 
p.  477.     "  The  question,^  you  say,  '*  is  not  whether  the  Son  be 
"  generated  consubstantially,  but  whether  he  be  generated  at  sMJ^ 
I  understand  you.     The  question  is,  whether  God  could  have  & 
Son  of  the  same  nature,  power,  and  perfections  with  himself:  or,~ 
more  briefly,  whether  such  divimty  as  the  Church  maintains,  is 
consistent  with  Somhip.     You  have  hit  the  matter  right :  bat 
why  have  you  pretended  all  the  while  to  lay  no  stress  on  meUjt- 
physics^  when  you  here  rest  the  main  debate  upon  metapkysics^ 
and  that  only!  For  you  will  not  be  weak  enough  to  maintain 
that  Scripture  any  where  says  that  the  only-hegcUen  Son  of  God 
is  another  God,  or  not  one  God  with  the  Father,  or  that  he  is  of 
a  different  nature^  or  not  necessarily  existing  as  the   Father. 
Metaphysics  must  do  this  for  you,  or  nothing.     You  must  call  in 
all  your  vain  philosophy,  about  individtud^  about  necessity^  about 
intelligent  agewty  about  coaction^  about  substance  and  substunees^ 
causes^  acts^  wiUy  and  I  know  not  what  else :  and  at  length  yon 
will  go  off  without  a  proof,  just  as  you  came  on. 

You  return  to  your  quibble  about  the  ^^^mo^  and  monarchy 
of  the  Father.  That  is,  all  dominion  over  the  creatures  (I  know 
of  no  dominion,  properly  so  called,  over  any  thing  else)  is  pri- 
marily in  the  Father,  secondarily  in  the  other  two  Persons,  and 
common  to  all  three.  The  dominion  is  not  in  the  Father  alone  : 
only  he  alone  has  it  from  none,  they  from  him ;  this  is  the  whole 
truth.  Dr.  Clarke  having  made  some  pretence  to  antiquity^  I 
thought  it  proper  to  hint,  in  eleven  particulars,  his  disagreement 
with  it".  I  must  here  be  forced  to  repeat  them,  because  you 
have  something  to  say  to  every  one  of  them. 

I.  The  first  was,  in  the  point  of  consvhstantioMty :  in  denying 
of  which  he  runs  counter  to  all  the  ancients.  In  reply,  yoo 
say,  you  "do  not  presume  to  say  that  the  Son  is  not  con- 
"  substantial  ;'^  but  only  that  "  the  Father  (done  has  supreme 
"  authority  and  dominion.'^  Which  is  either  saying  the  same 
thing  in  other  words,  or  saying  nothing.  But  as  you  presume 
to  say  that  the  Son  is  not  necessarily  existing^  I  suppose  all 
men  of  sense  will  see  that  that  is  denying  the  consubstantiaUty ; 
or  I  know  not  what  is  so. 

z.  The  second  charge  was,  that  you  do  by  necessary  con« 

sequence  deny  the  Son's  coetemity.     Here  again  you  presume 

not  to  say  the  Son  is  not  eternal^  but  the  Father  is  supreme^  &c. 

I  did  not  ask  about  the  Father :  however,  what  you  intend,  is, 

^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  503,  &c. 
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to  deny  the  eternity ^  not  directly,  but  implicitly,  by  asserting  the 
Father  cUane  to  be  necessarily  existing.  Now  it  is  all  one  to  us, 
whether  you  do  it  directly  or  by  consequence :  undermining  the 
faith  in  a  serpentine  way,  is  as  pernicious  as  a  more  open  attack- 
ing it.  If  you  do  not  deny  the  eternity^  it  is  plain  however  that 
you  do  not  assert  it ;  and  therefore  you  come  very  short  of  the 
cmcients. 

3.  Another  article  was,  the  Doctor^s  asserting  ©€^5,  God^  to  be 
a  relative  word.  This  I  shewed  to  be  contrary  to  all  antiquity, 
a  few  instances  excepted  :  your  reply  to  this  article  hath  been 
obviated  above,  p.  540. 

4.  You  differ  from  all  the  ancients,  in  pretending  that  the 
Father  only  was  God  of  Abraham,  &o.  You  plead,  in  answer 
hereto,  that  it  is  a  Scripture  proposition:  which  is  false,  as 
hath  been  shewn.  However,  the  ancients  (about  whom  our 
present  question  is)  never  thought  it  to  be  a  Scripture  position^ 
but  quite  the  contrary. 

5.  You  differ  firom  all  antiquity,  in  pretending  that  the  titles 
of  one^  oniy^  &c.  are  exclusive  of  God  the  Son.  This  you  ridi- 
culously call  an  express  Scripture  proposition.  I  have  answered 
your  cavils  on  that  head:  in  the  mean  while  it  is  evident, 
and  you  do  not  gainsay  it,  that  the  ancients  never  thought  as 
you  do. 

6.  You  again  differ  from  all  antiquity^  in  pretending  that  the 
^*  Son  had  not  distinct  worship  paid  him  till  after  his  resur- 
"  rection.*"  You  here  make  references  only,  which  I  may  answer 
by  references®. 

7.  You  run  counter  to  all  antiquity^  in  pretending  that  two 
Persons  may  not  be,  or  are  not,  one  God.  To  this  you  reply, 
that  the  07te  Gody  you  think,  always,  in  the  Ante-Nicene  writers, 
signifies  the  Father.  I  have  demonstrated  the  contrary.  How- 
ever, if  both  together  be  ever  called  God,  or  included  in  that 
singular  title,  it  comes  to  the  same  thing,  though  the  word  one 
be  away. 

8.  You  contradict  all  the  ancients^  in  saying,  that  "  the  title 
*'  of  God,  in  Scripture,  in  an  absolute  construction,  always 
"  signifies  the  Father.*^  The  quotations  of  the  ancients  from 
the  Old  Testament  have  been  abundantly  vindicated  above. 
See  Query  II. 

9.  You  run  counter  to  all  antiquity^  in  admitting  an  inferior 

o  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  43^,  &c.    See  above  on  Query  xviii. 
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God  besides  the  supreme;  and  allowing  reHgwus  ^corMp  t0 
bath.  You  appeal  to  St.  Paul,  which  I  have  often  shewn  to 
be  a  weak  plea;  and  it  is  here  foreign.  The  andenis  never 
understood  St.  Paul  in  any  such  sense,  but  the  contrary.  Yon 
have  therefore  no  plea  from  the  Ante-Nioene  Fathers,  which 
was  the  point  in  hand. 

10.  You  contradict  all  antiquity^  in  denying  the  Son  to  be 
"  efficient  Cause  of  the  universe.""  You  now  say,  you  "  do  not 
"  deny  it  C^  which  I  am  very  glad  of :  there  is  one  point  gained. 
You  did  before,  in  opposing  efficient  to  ingtrvmenial^  and  re- 
serving  the  first  to  the  Father  only.  You  now  say,  the  Son 
is  not  the  ^^  original  efficient  Cause. *^  This  is  ill  expressed, 
and  worse  meant :  but  do  you  ever  find  the  cmeien^  making 
two  causes  f 

11.  You  run  counter  to  all  antiquity,  in  supposing  (not 
saying)  the  Son  to  be  a  creature.  That  you  suppose  it,  and 
really  mean  it,  under  other  terms,  hath  been  shewn  F. 

1%.  You  contradict  all  antiquity  in  resolving  the  f€WidaHo% 
of  the  Son's  personal  Godhead  into  the  power  and  dominion 
which  you  suppose  him  advanced  to  after  hi^  resurrection.  It  is 
your  express  doctrine.     Collect,  of  Queries,  p.  75. 

13.  You  run  counter  to  all  the  (»ncients  in  supposing  the 
Logos  to  have  suppUed  the  place  of  a  human  soul ;  and  making 
the  Loffos^  as  such,  passible.  As  to  the  former  part  of  this 
<)l^^g^9  you  have  given  broad  hints,  up  and  down,  in  this  reply : 
as  to  the  latter  part,  it  is,  or  was,  your  express  doctrine. 
Collect,  of  Queries,  p.  143. 

Let  the  reader  now  judge  of  your  repeated  boasts  oSa/iUiquUy : 
such  as  none  could  ever  have  made,  but  the  same  thai  could 
espy  Arianism  in  our  LUwrgy  and  our  Articles,  and  bring  the 
Creeds  of  the  Church  to  speak  the  language  of  heresy. 

QUEEY  XXVII. 
Whether  the  learned  Doctor  may  not  reasonably  be  supposed  to  say, 
the  Fathers  are  on  his  side,  with  the  same  meaning  and  reserve  as  he 
pretends  our  Church  forms  to  favour  him ;  that  is,  provided  he  may 
interpret  as  he  pleases,  and  make  them  speak  his  sense,  however 
contradictory  to  their  own  ;  and  whether  the  true  reason  why  he  does 
not  care  to  admit  the  testimonies  of  the  Fathers  as  proofs,  may  not 
be,  because  they  are  against  him  ? 

YOU  ask  me  whether  I  admit  the  testimonies  of  the  Fathers  a$ 

P  See  my  Supplement,  vd.  ii.  p.  334,  &c. 
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proofs^  since  I  disapprove  of  the  Dootor^s  making  them  iUus- 
traiions  only. 

You  think,  it  had  been  just  m  me  to  dedare  upon  this  head. 
Verily,  I  thought  I  had  declared?  plainly,  that  I  admit  their 
testimonies  as  proofs^  two  ways :  certain  proofs,  in  many  cases, 
of  the  Church's  doctrine  in  that  age ;  probable  proofs  of  what  the 
doctrine  was  from  the  beffintUnp.  In  respect  of  the  latter,  they 
are  inferior  additional  proo/e^  when  compared  with  plain  Scrip- 
ture proof:  of  no  moment  if  Scripture  is  plainly  contrary ;  but 
of  great  moment  where  Scripture  looks  the  same  way,  because 
they  help  to  fix  the  true  imterpretaJtion  in  any  disputed  texts.  I 
build  no  article  of  faith  upon  the  Fathers^  but  upon  Scripture 
alone.  If  the  sense  of  Scripture  be  disputed,  the  concurring 
sentiments  of  the  Fathers  in  any  doctrine  will  be,  generally,  the 
best  and  safest  comments  upon  Scripture,  so  far  as  concerns  that 
doctrine :  just  as  the  practice  of  cowrts^  and  the  decisions  of 
eminent  lawyers^  are  the  best  comments  upon  kq.  act  of  ParUa- 
ment  made  in  or  near  their  own  times :  though  it  be  nevertheless 
tfue,  that  the  obedience  of  the  iuiject  rests  solely  upon  the  latos 
of  the  land^  as  its  rule  and  measure. 

You  proceed  to  vindicate  some  translatione  of  the  Doctor^ 
which  I  had  found  fault  with.  But  you  are  first  wrapped  up  in 
admiration  of  the  Doctor's  performance^;  that  so  '^  acute  a  man, 
"  &c.  could  not  find  above  twenty  passages  to  cavil  at,  in  a  book 
"  of  near  five  hundred  pages  fidl  of  quotations.'"  Whether  it 
was  caviUmg  shall  be  seen  presently.  But  you  will  remember, 
that,  besides  a  general  charge  of  want  oi pertinence  in  many,  and 
of  great  wifaimees^  in  the  whole  course  of  them ;  I  had  over 
and  above  taken  notice  of  particular  faults,  very  great  ones,  in 
the  Doctor's  versions.  And  surely  twenty  faults  of  this  kind 
were  enough  for  one  man  to  commit  within  the  compass  of  about 
three  hundred  pages :  for  I  examined  no  further  i*,  having  found 
and  noted  a  sufficient  number  for  my  purpose ;  which  was  to 
awaken  the  reader's  caution,  and  to  prevent  his  relying  too 
implicitly  upon  the  Doctor's  representations.  And  you  will  con- 
sider, that  it  was  not  merely  for  inacctnucy  in  his  translations, 
that  I  blamed  him,  (such  as  a  man  may  innocently  commit,  or 


P  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  538.  Script.  Doctr.  p.  205,  396,  397,  304, 

*  S»e  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  533,    31a,  314*  322.  ai  edit.    The  most 

8cc.  shameful  of  them  is  a  version,  in  p. 


'  The  learned  reader  will  observe    313,  of  a  passage  cited  at  the  bottom 
more    instances   of    Iflce    kind,    in    of  p.  311. 
VOL.  II.  3  B 
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sometimes  chooee,  to  save  time  or  pains,  when  the  oaose  is  not 
ooncemed  in  it,  or  when  it  is  not  material  whether  a  somptilotis 
exactness  be  observed  or  no,)  but  it  was  for  his  nustranwlating 
such  parts  of  what  he  cited,  as  were  of  greaiett  moment  to  the 
question  in  hand^  and  his  industriously  warping  them  to  his  own 
hypothesis.  You  do  well  to  labour  this  point:  for  indeed  the 
Doctor^s  integrity^  or  fideUty^  to  say  -no  more,  is  pretty  deeply 
concerned  in  it;  though  my  design  was,  not  to  expose  his 
characUr^  but  to  prevent  the  deeepUan  of  the  reader.  They  who 
desire  to  reexamine  this  matter,  may  please  to  look  into  my 
Defence,  that  I  may  not  be  at  the  trouble  of  repeating. 

I.  In  the  first  passage,  I  complained  of  two  false  renderings  ; 
one  of  the  words,  oiK  €U  ivaCp€<np^  another  of  the  word  iva^ 
yaefmy  in  both  which  the  Doctor  served  his  hypothesis,  obliquelyy 
against  the  sense  of  the  a/idhor.  You  cannot,  you  do  not  pretend 
that  his  version  was  Just :  I  cited  as  far  as  was  necessary  to  shew 
that  it  was  not.  What  then!  You  pretend  I  leave  out  the 
only  words  for  the  sake  of  which  the  Doctor  cited  it.  I  left  out 
no  words  that  were  at  all  necessary  to  shew  the  smm  of  the 
author,  or  to  judge  of  the  Doctor^s  c^mon.  It  was  undoubted^ 
the  Doctor^s  bumness  either  not  to  cite  or  translate  the  author 
at  all,  or  to  render  his  words  faithfully,  so  far  as  he  did  pretend 
to  translate  from  him.  And  thoi^h  the  Doctor^sjHxifumfar  design, 
in  that  passage,  might  be  to  shew  that  Athanasius  allowed  the 
Father  to  be  styled  the  imJ/y  Gbd,  (Mark  xii.  3a.)  yet  he  had 
a  more  general  design  running  through  his  performance,  which 
was  to  keep  the  reader  in  the  dark  as  to  the  andent  way  of 
understanding  it,  in  opposition  to  foike  gods,  or  idds  only :  to 
serve  which  general  design,  he  perverted  the  sense  of  that  pas- 
sage in  his  trcmslation  of  it. 

'2.  The  second  passage*  which  the  Doct<»r  had  mistrandated, 
you  are  willing  to  correct,  in  some  measure,  by.  teavii^  out  the 
word  most.  But  you  will  still  have  it  abeohiiely  amd  strictly  6od^ 
instead  of  really  God :  which  might  not  be  much  amiss,  had  not 
the  Doctor  made  such  frequent  ill  use  of  absohttefy^  in  req>eot  of 
the  Father ;  intending  therein  an  opposition  to  €k>d  the  Son'f 
being  ahsolwtely  God.  This  was  not  the  meaning  of  Athanasras, 
who  meant  no  opposition  but  to  idols^.  I  observed,  that  Atha- 
nasius would  have  said,  or  had  said,  in  other  words,  as  much  of 
the  /Sim,  as  he  has  ihere  said  of  the  Father.  To  which  you  reply, 

"  Thv  aKr}0ip6v  Koi  Sm>g  Hvra  Q(6p,     Cfent.  p.  9. 
r6v  Tov  Xpttrrov  irartpa.  Athtm,  contr,        ^  See  tay  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  524. 
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that  you  ^  will  not  undertake  to  answer  what  Athanaaius  would 
*^  have  said^  were  I  to  indite  for  him  :  but  you  deny  that  he  has 
^*  said  it.^  I  shewed  before  what  Athanasius  bad  said,  in  that 
very  treatise",  namdiy,  that  the  Son  is  the  ^i;,  signifying  emphcUi- 
jccd  existence ;  which  amounts  to  the  same  thing  he  had  before 
«aad  of  the  Father.  And  to  4diew  further^  what  Athanasius 
wcvli  ham  said,  I  have  quoted  in  the  margin  what  he  really  hag 
said  J  in  a  treatise^  annexed  to  ihe  oth^,  written  at  the  «ame 
time,  and  being  a  second  part  to  it,  so  that  they  may  be  justJy 
esteemed  one  treatise.  He  there  teadies  us  to  toarshijp  the  Son 
anljfy  and  he  styles  him  true  Chd.  These  things  put  together 
amount  to  full  as  much  as  was  said  of  the  Father  y  in  the  passage 
cited  by  the  Doctor ;  namety^  t6v  ikri$iv6v  koI  Svt<»8  Sura  €>€bv 
signifying  that  he  is  the  true  Gody  and  that  he  exists  ^mphatdoaUgf  : 
and  it  is  manifest,  that  Athanasius  intended  no  e^qxmtiM  to  the 
Son,  in  what  he  said  of  the  Father,  but  to  idoh  only. 

3.  As  to  the  third  place  which  I  found  fault  with,  you  would 
persuade  us  that  the  Doctor  was  very  fovourable  in  his  transla. 
tion,  and  took  the  least  advantage  possible.  I  blamed  him  for 
his  rendering  ^^  far  above  all  derivative  being,^  intending  thereby 
to  include  the  Son;  as  if  Athanasius  meant  that  the  Father 
was  far  above  the  Son :  whereas  if  it  be  rendered,  as  it  ought  to 
be,^r  abof>e  M  created  being  ;  it  would  then  be  plain  that  this 
passage  relates  not  to  the  Son  at  all,  but  to  creatures  only.  But 
the  Doctor,  you  now  say,  might  have  translated  it  "  far  above 
*'  all  begotten  being.**^  He  might,  indeed,  have  done  so,  and 
have  thereby  shewn  hhnself  as  ill  a  critic,  as  before  a  partitU 
writer.  For  what  if  some  copies  read  y€vvrjTrjs^  with  double  vy 
instead  of  tsdngle;  is  any  thing  more  common  than  mistakes  of 
that  kind!  A  little  lower,  in  the  same  page,  the  editions  had 
ytvvrjfTQdv  instead  of  yevrjr&v^.  The  sense  must  determine  us  in 
each  cases,  and  a  critical  judgment  of  the  principles  laid  down  in 
the  same  treatise.     One  thing  is  certain,  that  however  y€vrifnjs 

°  'O  df  Bc^r  &p  cWi  Jcot  ov  trvvBeroi,         ^Eyytopi^^     Oc^r    akfi6tp6s,    GcoO 

9c^  Koi  6  rovTOv  A6yos  &v  «<m  koX  oil  Oe6r  A&yot.  P.  88. 
irMeros,  dXX^  tls  icai  fioyoyci^  Bc^r         7  * Yirc/xsrcitcuwi  waatfs  yerriTTJs  ova-iag 

&g  ayaBhs  ry  iavrov  A&ytf  Kal  6  T9v  Xpiarov  Trar^p,  Athtmas,  conir. 

jR^rf  Svn  Bt£  r^v  <rvi»fir€urcat  ouuaf  Gent*  pu  39. 

^pva  Kal  KolBUmfmif,    Aihen,  cotUr,        ^  ^AAX<v  fitv  €<m  r&v  ytyip-w  icai 

OirU,  p.  40.  wdaris  m  Kriaf^s,  ilUos  de  icai  ii6vo£ 

*  Hcofravov  rifw  rod  A6you  BmArtjTa  rev  ayoBov  irarphs  tardpx^i  A6yog,  &c. 

^*tr»p,   ovK  tri  piv  aararartu  w€pl  p.  39.  ed.  Bened.     CJomjp.  Oral.  i.  c. 

ecw,  p6vo¥  b€  rovTw  npo^Kvvu,  Koi  56.  p.  460,  &c.  which,  ifthere  be  dj^j 

hi  aimv  KoKoii  t6p  waripa  yiycMnccA.  doum,  will  deteraiin*  the  meaniDg  of 

]h%d»  p.  87.  the  phrase  cEXXo;  rw  ytm^rStv,  &c* 

3  8  2 
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be  rendered)  the  Doctor  is  entirely  false  in  ranking  the  Son 
under  yevriTrjs  oia-la^^  because  Athanasius,  in  the  very  page, 
clearly  exempts  him  from  the  tol  y^vrfrh,  from  created  heings. 
You  may^  if  you  please^  say,  from  the  begotten  bdru/Sy  and  justify 
it  in  the  same  way  as  you  pretend  to  justify  the  other.  The  late 
learned  editor  of  Athanasius  easily  perceived  that  the  word 
should  be  y^vifrris  in  one  place,  and  y^vrfQv  in  the  other :  and  so 
it  stands  corrected  in  his  edition. 

4.  I  found  fault  with  the  Doctor^s  translation  of  a  place  in 
Eusebius%  wherein  he  was  doubly  blamable:  first,  for  tripping 
in  his  logic^  by  opposing  efficient  to  ministerial  cause,  when  the 
same  may  be  both  efficient  and  mmisteriai;  and  secondly,  for 
faultering  in  a  momentous  article  of  faith,  excluding  Qod 
the  Son  from  being  efficient  Oattse  of  aU  things.  Upon  this  you 
are  in  a  vehement  passion :  it  is  '^  a  cavil,  most  ridiculous,  as 
^*  well  as  unjust.'"  I  am  not  displeased  to  hear  you  say  so ; 
because  now  I  may  be  confident  that  what  I  said  was  very  right, 
just,  and  unanswerable.  It  is  an  observation  the  reader  may  have 
made,  which  will  not  be  found  to  fail  in  any  one  instance,  that 
whenever  you  throw  out  this  kind  of  language,  it  is  a  certain 
mark  of  your  distress,  and  of  your  not  being  able  to  make  any 
solid  reply.  Let  us  see  whether  it  does  not  hold  true  here,  as 
well  as  in  former  instances.  The  Doctor^s  translation,  you  say, 
^^  does  not  exclude  the  Son  from  any  proper  efficiency,  but  fixHn 
"  supreme  self-authoritative  efficiency.'^  You  may  be  a  better 
judge  than  I,  of  what  the  Doctor  believes,  or  maintains  upon 
second  thoughts :  but  I  may  presume  to  judge  of  a  written  trani^ 
lation.  And,  I  say,  it  is  plain  from  his  opposing  efficient  (not 
supreme  efficient)  to  mimsterial,  that,  unless  his  wits  were  absent, 
he  intended  as  much  to  say  that  the  Son  was  not  efficient  Cause, 
as  that  the  Father  was  not  ministerial.  He  continues  the  same 
thought  all  along,  concluding  the  Father  to  be  the  Maker^  (not 
suprems  Maker  only)  of  all  things;  therein  shewing  his  supreme 
power  and  effi^dency.  This  is  the  obvious  sense  of  tfie  Doctor^s 
version.  But  I  am  not  sorry  to  find,  that  either  the  Doctor  or 
you  are  coming  off  from  it,  and  approaching  nearer  to  Catholic 

*  Ovxv9r'avrov,l<f>i;,dXX^di*ai;rov*  "as  i\ie  ^ficient  Cause;  he  does  not 

iy   fifULs  dvaiTffi'^  eirl  lijv  r&v  Sktov  "  SO  express  it,  but  thus ;  All  things 

iroiTfTiKriv  rov  narphg  avBtpruw,  Eugeb,  "  were  made  by  him  as  the  mmuiermy 

Eccl.  Theol,  lih.  i.  c.  ao.  "  Cause  2  that  so  he  miffht  refer  us  to 

The  Doctor's  iranslaiMn,  or  para-'  "  the  swpreme  po/wer  ana  effidenqr  of 

phrase.  "  the  Father,  as  the  Maker  of  all 

"  Whereas  he  might  have  expressed  "  things."    Script.  Doct.  p.  89.  alias 

"  it  thus,  AU  things  were  made  hy  him,  79. 
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principles :  though  it  still  looks  a  little  suspicious,  that  you  are 
every  where  scrupulous  of  styling  the  Son  Creator,  or  Maker ^  and 
will  never  say  that  he  created  by  his  own,  power,  but  by  the 
power  of  the  Father. 

5.  I  found  fault  witfi  the  Doctor^s  partial  rendering  a  place 
of  St.Ohrysostom^,  and  cutting  the  quotation  short.  You 
repeat  (p.  462.)  the  same  thing  that  the  Doctor  had  pleaded  for 
himself;  and  which  I  shewed  to  be  insufficient,  in  my  Appen- 
dix. As  to  Basil,  Uie  Doctor  had  dealt  as  partially  by  him^^. 
Basil  makes  the  Son'^s  inherent  power  eqtial  to  the  Fatiier^s ;  and 
in  that  sense  says^  that  cu  to  power^  he  is  equal  and  ths  same. 
The  Doctor  means  no  more  than  that  the  Son's  power  (however 
wiequaT)  is  derived  from  the  Father,  and  in  that  sense  they  are 
one  in  jmoer.  Now,  I  say,  Basil'^s  idea  and  the  Doctor's  are 
very  different :  and  the  Doctor  was  sensible  of  it ;  dropping  the 
word  eqticU  in  his  version  of  Basil.  Basil  should  not  have  been 
quoted,  as  agreeing  in  the  things  when  he  agrees  only  in  the 
name.  You  say,  Basil  could  not  mean  that  the  Son's  power  is 
coordinate.  But  he  certainly  meant,  and  said,  that  the  Son'^s 
jmoer  is  equal:  let  the  Doctor  say  this,  and  our  dispute  is 
ended.  It  is  plain,  that  Basil's  reason  for  the  Father  and  Son 
being  one  is  quite  another  than  what  the  Doctor's  is ;  and  that 
the  Doctor's  notion  of  one  in  pouter  is  not  Basil's  notion**. 
Why  then  was  he  quoted,  and  mistranslated,  to  con6rm  an  inter- 
pretation entirely  different  from,  nay,  contrary  to  his  own  ? 

6.  I  found  fault  with  the  Doctor's  partial  rendering  a  noble 
passage  of  Irenseus^.  That  Irenseus  was  not  speaking  of  the 
Son,  considered  in  a  representative  capadiyj  (which  the  Doctor, 
without  any  warrant^,  would  express  by  iv  iiop<f>^  0€oi;,)  is 
manifest  from  Irenseus's  referring  to  John  i.  i.  which  describes 
the  Son  as  Ood^  before  that  fictitious  representation  the  Doctor 
speaks  of.  Therefore  the  rh  0€XKhv  koI  lvbo(ov^  in  that  place  of 
Irenseus,  is  to  be  understood  of  the  antecedent  character  which 
belonged  to  God  the  Son,  before  the  world  was ;  and  not  of  any 
subsequent  representation. 

7.  I  took  notices  of  a  passage  in  Justin  cited  by  the  Doctor, 

^  Defence,  p.  489,  535,  560.  prets  the  text  of  Christ's  asstimittg  to 

c  Page  304.  himself  the  power  and  authority  of  Qod. 

^  The  Doctor,  by  power,  seems  to  lUply,  p.  147.    See  also  p.  130,  254. 

mean  moral  power ;  such  as  moralists  ®  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  535, 

define  to  be  that  by  which  a  person  561. 

is  enabled  to  do  a  thing  lawfully  and  ^  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  106. 

with  moral  effect :  but  Basil  means  «  Defence,  vol.  L  p.  536. 

natural  power.    The   Doctor  inter- 
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and  truly  rendered^  but  set  in  a  f(^  Uffh$  to  deoenre  the 
reader ;  as  if  Ood  the  Son  were  not  himself  Chreatar,  and  Cfod 
of  Abraham,  but  one  personating  the  Creator,  and  God  of  Abra- 
ham. 

I  observed,  that  the  Doctor  could  not  have  confuted  the  Jew, 
as  Justin  did,  while  he  goes  upon  the  supposition  of  the  Smf  s 
personating  the  Father :  a  plain  and  evident  token  of  the  Doo- 
tor^s  misunderstanding  and  misrepresenting  his  author,  wh^i  he 
makes  a  great  part  of  the  Dialogue  nonsense,  to  bring  it  to  his 
hjfpothem.     For  how  should  Justin  ever  prove  that  there  was  a 
dimne  Person,  distinct  from  angelsy  one  that  was  really  Gody.  God 
of  Abraham,  &c.  if  the  person  pretended  to  be  such,  was  onty 
personating  the  Qod  of  Abraham,  imd  was  not  himself  God ! 
Might  not  the  Jew  insist  upon  it,  that  it  was  an  angel  onIy» 
personating  God !  Why  must  it  be  another,  who  was  really  God 
of  Abraham  as  well  as  the  Father**  ?  The  whole  drift  of  Justin^s 
argument  is  entirely  defeated  by  such  a  fiction  o{  personating  : 
whidi  makes  it  evident  that  Justin  had  no  such  notion,  but  tiie 
quite  contrary.     You  do  not  juretend  to  say  that  the  Doctor, 
upon  his  principles,  could  have  confuted  the  Jew  in  the  same 
way  with  Justin  :  only  you  say,  ^^  He  never  thought  of  confuting 
*^  him  upon  mine.""     But  it  is  manifest  that  he  did  confute  him 
upon  this  principle,  that  there  was  a  Person,  besides  the  Fatkery 
God  of  Abraham,  really  so,  in  his  own  Person,  because  so 
desmbed  in  Scripture :  and  therefore  there  exists  a  divine  P^^ 
son,  besidea  the  Father^  Son  of  that  Father ;  whidi  was  to 
be  proved.     Your  weak  pretences  about  the  Son'*6  minitterimffy 
and  his  not  being  siapreme  God  because  of  that,  have  been  oft^A 
answered. 

8.  I  took  notice  of  some  things  Qi  a  slighter  kind ;  but  woxkk 
as  betrayed  too  mueh  leaning  to  an  hypothesise  and  t^ided  to 
convey  false  ideas  to  the  common  reader^  And  though  the 
alteration  in  such  eases  may  appear  slight,  like  the  change  <^  a 
figure  or  a  cypher  in  an  account ;  yet  is  it  very  misdiievous,  uid 
if  designedly  done,  very  dishonest. 

9.  I  blamed  the  Doctor  ^  for  skipping  over  some  veiy  material 

^  For  if  he  always  spake  tft  the  prove  the  Son  to  be  Lord  Qod .-  that 

name,  &c.  of  the  Faiher,  no  texts  title  or  name  then,  no  less  expresses 

could  be  brought  to  prove  him  Lord  the  Person  and  authority  of  the  Som, 

God,  because  Lord  Ood  would  ex*  than  of  the  Father,      Due  Scr^. 

press  the  Person  and  authority  of  the  Doctr,  Continued,  p.  146. 

Father ;  but  it  is  evident,  that  Jus-  ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  526. 

tin,   Irenseus,  and   others,  do   pro-  ^  Defence,  voiL  i.  p.  $26^ 
fessedly  cite  passages  of  Scripture  to 
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words  of  Novatian.  Do  you  deny  the  faot !  No :  but  you  insist 
upon  it,  that  Novatian  has  a  great  deal  which  may  look  for  your 
purpose.  I  allowed  as  much  before :  only,  as  the  words  were 
capable  of  a  Gatholic  meanings  and  must  be  determined  to  that 
meaning  if  some  parts  of  the  sentence  are  incapable  of  any 
other;  I  desired  that  the  words /mt  sttbstcmtue  commtmumenif  by 
eommunian  oftubstanee^  (which  the  Doctor  had  unfairly  omitted,) 
might  be  brought  in,  to  end  the  dispute. 

As  to  Novatian^s  real  princij^es,  I  have  given  you  my  thoughts 
above.  He  takes  a  particular  way  in  the  resolving  the  «m%, 
very  Uke  to  yours :  yet  he  maintains  the  eternity^  and  ccfmiHh 
gkmtiaUty  of  God  the  Son ;  wherein  he  differs  as  much  from  you, 
as  he  agrees  with  me.  The  9ubordination  he  expresses  in  very 
strong  words,  but  yet  such  as  do  not  amount  to  an  inferiority  of 
nature. 

You  intimate^  that  the  author  intended  an  inequality  of  per- 
feeUone^  and  not  merely  an  inequality  in  respect  of  original: 
which  is  mcnre  than  Novatian'^s  words  prove ;  or,  at  least,  than 
they  appear  to  me  to  prove.  I  shall  give  the  passage  in  the 
margin  °',  which  must  decide  this  matter.  Novatian  there 
many  ways  expresses  the  same  thing,  that  had  the  Father  and 
Son  been  equal  in  respect  of  original^  had  they  both  been 
vnderived  or  unbegoUeUf  there  mi^t  then  have  been  just  pretence 


1  As  to  Novatian's  supposmg  the 
Father  onor  to  the  Son,  1  accounted 
for  it  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  355, 
3g6.  I  shall  here  add  a  lew  parallel 
expressions  from  other  Cathohc  writ- 
ers, who  midoubtedly  b^eved  the 
eoefemt/y. 

Ex  quo  ostenditur  semper  fuisse 
vaporem  istum  virtutis  Dei,  tmUum 
hmetUem  imtimm  niti  iptmn  Demn: 
Deque  enim  decebat  aliud  ei  esse  ini- 
tium  nisi  ipsum  unde  est  et  nascitur. 
PamphU,  Apolog,  p.  230. 

Primitivus  est  dictus  quia  prttter 
Patrem,  cui  etiam  coatemns  est  divi- 
nitate,  cum  Spiritu  Sancto,  ante  iptum 
nullus  est  primus.  Zen,  Veronens. 
Serm,  tfi  Eseod.  ix. 

Jl&s  o&r  o{iK  ^v  t6  cf  opx^f ^ 

fjofdip  tyi»w  irpoeirivoovfji^ifov  eavrov,  tl 
fffj  t6p  €(  oZ  eyri  r6  cJkoi*  ov  dcaor^/Mirt 
v9rroc;(orni,  aXXcii  t§  tdruf,  iroorcra- 
yfjitwov,  Basil,  amtr,  Eunom.  lit),  ii.  p. 

735- 

™  Sienimna^tMnonfuissetjitMUi^M 

comparatus  ciun  eo  qui  easet  imuUus, 


seqnatione  in  ntroque  ostensa,  duos 
faceret  innatos,  et  ideo  duos  fiEU^ret 
Deos,  Si  non  ffenitus  esset,  coUatus 
cum  eo  (qm)  ^emtoB  non  esset,  et 
•Mnieles  mventi,  duos  Deos  merito 
reddidissent  non  aenUi;  atque  ideo 
duos  Christus  reddidisset  Deos.  Si 
sine  or^ne  esset,  ut  Pater,  inventus, 
et  ipse  principium  omnium,  ut  Pater, 
duo  facieaasprincipia,  duos  ostendisset 
nobis  consequenter  et  Deos.  Aut  si 
et  ipse  i^ttif  non  esset,  sed  Pater  ^e- 
nerans  de  se  alterum  Filium,  mento 
c(dlatus  cum  Patre,  et  tantus  deno- 
tatus,  duos  Patres  effecisset,  et  ideo 
duos  u>probas8et  etaam  Deos.  Si 
inmsUnUs  fuisset  cum  invisibili  col- 
ktus,  par  expressus,  duos  intisibiles 
ostendisset,  et  ideo  duos  conmrobasset 
et  Deos.  Si  mcomprehensiiUis,  si  et 
csetera  (jusecunque  sunt  Patris  s  me- 
rito dicimus,  duorum  Deorum  quam 
isti  coniin^^unt  controversiam  susci- 
tasset.  Nunc  autem  quicquid  est, 
non  ex  se  est,  quia  nee  innatus  est. 
Nopat.  c.  31. 
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for  making  them  two  Gods.    He  adds,  that  had  they  be^i  both 
invisiUe  and  inoomprehemible^  they  had  then  been  two  Gods.     To 
understand  which^  we  are  to  remember  that  it  was  the  g&aenl 
doctrine  of  the  Fathers,  that  God  the  Son  might  be  wsMe  and 
appear  in  a  pkicey  per  oMmfiptas  speoiesy  by  mmble  mfmbob ;  bat 
that  God  the  Father  might  not,  it  being  unsuitable  to  the  cha- 
racter of  the/r8^  Person  to  be  senty  and  consequently  to  ^pear 
in  that  manner.     Upon  this  hypothesis^  had  the  Son  been  inmmiU 
and  incomprehensiMej  in  such  a  sense  as  the  Father  was  conoeived 
to  be,  it  would  have  been  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  been 
another  Father^  or  another  ^first  Person ;  and  that  would  infer 
ttoo  Gods.     He  is  not  therefore  speaking  of  any  difference  as  to 
essential  perfections^  but  only  of  the  difference  between  a  j€r«^  and 
second  Person ;  that  one  could  not  be  sentf  or  become  visible  and 
confined  to  a  place  in  any  sense :  the  other  might  in  such  a  smse 
as  hath  been  mentioned,  viz.  by  symbols  of  his  presence.    Other- 
wise  Novatian  admits  the  Son  in  his  own  nature  to  be  onwM- 
present^  as  well  as  the  Father,  as  is  plain  from  his  words'^.     See 
this  point  more  fully  cleared  in  Bishop  BuU"".     The  whole  course 
and  tenor  of  Novatian^s  discourse  tends  only  to  this,  that  there 
is  but  one  Head,  viz.  the  FcUher,  to  whom  the  Son  himself,  his 
substance,  his  power^  and  perfections  are  referred^  and  in  whom 
they  centre ;  that  there  is  a  difference  of  order  because  of  that 
headship ;  and  that,  conformably  thereto,  the  Son  in  all  things 
acts  subordinately^  ministers  to  the  Father,  and  executes  inferior 
offices  under  him,  as  a  son  to  a  father^  not  as  a  servant  to  his 
lord.     This  is  all  that  Novatian^s  words  strictly  amount  to :  and 
though   he  speaks  of  the  subjection  of  the  Son,  it  does  not 
necessarily  mean  any  thing  more  than  that  voluntary  economy 
which  God  the  Son  underwent,  and  which  would  not  have  been 
proper  for  the  Father  himself  to  have  submitted  to,  because  not 
suitable  to  the  order  of  the  Persons. 

One  passage  I  must  here  give,  because  we  differ  chiefly  about 
what  that  passage  contains.     The  literal  version  runs  thusi* : 

^  Si  homo  tantummodo  Christus,  deatur,  Subjectis  enim  ei,  quasi  ¥Qk^ 

2uomodo    adest   ubique   invocatus  ?  omnibus  rebus  a  Patre,  dum  ipse  cum 

/um  hsec  homiois  natura  uon  sit  sed  his  (juse  illi  subjecta  sunt,  f^itri  sno 

Dei,  ut  adesse  omni  loco.possit.   No-  subjicitur,  Patns  quidem  sui  Fifius 

vat,  CB^,  15.   See  True  Script.  Doctr.  probatur,  csterorum  autem  et  Domi- 

Continued,  p.  170.  nus  et  Deus  esse  reperitur.    Ez  quo 

.0  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  iv.  cap.  ^.  dum  huic  qui  est  Deus,  omnia  sub- 

P  Cujus  sic  divinitas  traditur,  ut  stracta  ^e^.  substrata)  traduntur,  et 

non  aut  dissonantia,  aut  ifueoualitate  cuncta  sibi  subjecta  Fuius  accepta  re- 

divinitatis,  duos  Deos  reddiaisse  vi-  fert  Path,  totam  divinitatis  aucton« 
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^  Whose  Ckxlhead  is  so  delivered^  as  not  to  appear  to  make 
**  two  Gk>ds^  either  by  a  disagreemeni  or  inequality  of  Godhead. 
^^  For  all  things  being  by  the  Father  made  subject  to  him,  as  to  a 
**'  Son,  while  he  himself,  with  those  things  which  are  made  subject 
''  to  him,  is  subject  to  his  Father :  he  is  shewn  indeed  to  be  the 
^^  Son  of  his  Father;  but  is  found  to  be  Lord  and  God  of  all 
^^  things  else.  And  since  all  things  are  thus  subjected  to  him 
*^  (the  Son)  who  is  God^  and  since  he  owes  their  being  m^e 
^^  subject  under  him  to  the  Father,  he  again  refers  back  to  the 
'^  Father  all  the  authority  of  the  Godhead :  and  so  the  Father 
^^  is  shewn  to  be  the  one  true  and  eternal  God,  from  whom  alone 
^^  this  efflux  of  the  Godhead  being,  sent  out  and  communicated 
^  to  the  Son,  revolves  again  to  the  Father  by  cammunian  of 
*^  mdfstance.  The  Son  is  indeed  shewn  to  be  God,  as  the  Gknlbead 
'<  is  conmmnicaied  and  delivered  to  him :  hut  at  the  same  time 
^^  the  Father  is  nevertheless  the  one  God^  while  that  very  Majesty 
^'  and  Godhead  is,  by  a  reciprocal  course,,  returned,  and  referred 
^^  up  again  from  the  Son,  to  the  Father  that  gave  it.*^ 

This  is^  I  think,  a  fair  and  true  rendering  of  Novatian :  only 
I  am  now  to  justify  such  parts  of  it  as  you  will  be  apt  to  except 
against.  Instead  of  inequality,  you  choose  the  reverse,  viz. 
equality  ;  upon  some  slender  suspicions  of  your  own  against  the 
faith  of  the  copies.  Confectural  emendations  ought  never  to  be 
admitted,  but  upon  the  greatest  necessity.  For  it  often  happens 
that  men  please  themselves  awhile  with  reasons  that  look 
plausible ;  but  when  the  thing  comes  to  be  well  considered^ 
reasons  as  plausible,  or  more  so,  may  appear  on  the  other  side. 
It  has  been  urged,  in  this  very  case,  by  a  learned  gentleman  <i, 
that  what  you  would  make  a  reason  for  nan  cequaKtate^  is  suffi- 
ciently answered  by  the  words,  non  dissonantia  divinitatis.  For 
had  the  Father  and  Son  been  equally  unariffinate^  there  would 
have  been  dissonantia^  according  to  Novatian' ;  a  disagreement 
of  two  independent  Deities,  without  any  Somhip^  which  makes 

tatemrursusPatriremittit;  unusDeus  qui  dederat  earn,  rursum  ab  iUo  ipso 

OBtenditur  verus  et  aetemus  Pater,  a  Filio  missa  revertitur,  et  retorquetur. 

quo  solo  haec  vis  divinitatis  emissa,  Novat,  cap.  31. 

etiam  in  Filium  tradita  et  directa,  <i  True   Scripture  Doctrine  Con- 

rursum  per  substantia  comnmnionem  tinned,  p.  17a. 

ad  Patrem  reyolvitur.    Dens  quidem  '  Dum  non  aliunde  est  quam  ex 

OBtenditur  Filius  cui  divinitas  tradita  Patre,Patrisuooriginem8uamdeben8, 

et  porrecta   conspicitur ;    et   tamen  discordiam  divinitatis  de  numero  du- 

nihilominuBunuB  Dens  Pater  probatur;  orum    Deorum   fincere    non    potuit 

dum  gradatim  reciproco  meatu  ilia  Novat.  cap.  31. 

majestas  atque  divinitas  ad  Patrem, 
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the  wnionK  Hence  then  Novatian  exoludeB  equaUfy  of  ordinal, 
by  the  words  nan^  dissonantia ;  but  at  the  aame  time  teaches  an 
equality  of  nature,  or  Godhead^  that  he  might  ayoid  the  appoate 
extreme.  And  this  is  but  suitable  to  the  very  tenor  of  hi» 
discourse,  there  and  elsewhere.  For  how  can  there  be. a  eom- 
mtmiccUim  of  substance  and  Gtodhead,  without  the  supposition  of 
equality  of  wUure  and  Godhead  t  A  little  before,  he  had  aud, 
the  Word  was  difnne  substance^ :  and  he  here  speaks  of  the  Gk>d- 
head  being  communicated,  or  imparted  to  the  Son^  and  revolvii^ 
again  to  the  Father  as  the  Head  or  Fountain.  BesideB  that, 
JKoratian  is  known  to  make  the  Son  as  truly  of  the  tame  naimre 
with  the  Father,  as  any  man  is  of  the  same  iuman  nature  with 
his  Father".  What  is  this  but,  in  other  words,  declaring 
eqwJity  of  nature  or  Gfodiead  f  There  is  therrfore  no  reason  for 
altering  Novatian's.text^:  however  positively  you  may  eicpi^efls 
yourself  on  that  head. 

Aj3  to  the  words  accepta  refert  Pair%  they  really  mean  no  more 
than  that  he  received  them  from  the  Fatiier,  oi*  acknowledged 
them  to  be  received :  which  comes  not  up  to  the  Doctor'^s  ex- 
pression, (which  I  found  fault  with,)  ^'  in  acknowledgment  re- 
*^  turned  :^  besides  that  the  Doctor  was  not  there  translating 
accepta  re/ert^  but  reciproco  meatu  r&certitiur^  &c. 


*  SiambovocarenturPa^re9,e88ent 
profecto  natura  dissimUes :  unusquis- 
que  enim  ex  semetipso  constaret,  et 
communem  substantiam  cum  altero 
son  haberet;  nee  Deitaa  una  esset, 
cniibus  una  natura  non  esset.  Fulgent, 
Besp.  contr.  Arian.  p.  52. 

Duos  autem  Decs  dicere  nonjpos- 
sumus,  nee  debemus :  non  quod  Filius 
Dei  Deus  non  at,  imo  verus  Deus  de 
Deo  vero;  sed  quia  non  aUmnde  quam 
de  ipso  uno  Patre  Dei  F^um  novimus, 
proinde  unum  Demn  dicimus.— ^^i 
yerus  Deus  est,  et  de  Patre  non  est, 
duo  8iint,habente8  singulietvoluntates 

5ropria8,  et  imperia  diversa.    Greg. 
Jaziam,  Op,  vol.  i.  p.  728.   Ambros, 
Op,  vol.  ii.  p.  347. 

Quicquid  ea^a  eum  est,  cum  con- 
tumelia  ei  honoratse  virtutis  aquabitur. 
Si  enim  aliquid  quod  non  ex  ipso  est, 
reperiri  potest  simile  ei,  et  virtutis  ^jus- 
dem  :  amisit  prtoi^eyuim  Dei  sub  con- 
sortio  ooteqitalis :  jamque  non  erit 
Deus  vnus  a  quo  indifferens  sit  Lfeus 
alius.  At  vero  non  habet  contumeliam 
proprietatis  sequalitas,  quia  suum  est 
quod  sui  simile  est ;  et  ea;  «e  est  quod 
sibiadsimilitudinemcomparatur;  nee 


eicfra  fe  est,  quod  quee  sua  sunt  potest  £ 
et  profeetus  dignitatis  est  genuiase 
potestatem,  nee  alienasse  naturam. 
Hilar,  de  Trin.  p.  5)34. 

^  SubstantiuBcahceitillAdieina^ccjaB 
nomen  est  Verbum.  Novat,  e.  31. 

^  Ut  enim  pneseripsit  ipsa  natont 
bominem  credendum  qui  ex  homine 
sit :  ita  eadem  natura  prseecribit  et 
Deum  eredendum  esse  qui  ex  Deo  sit, 
Novat,  cap.  11. 

^  Imayhm^citeapassageofHilaiy, 
wbich  may  serve  as  a  just  comment 
upon  this  of  Novatian ;  b^ngextremely 
like  it,  and  carrying  the  same  though^ 
probably,  in  it. 

Insunt  sibi  invicem,  dum  non  est 
nisi  ex  Patre  nativitas,  dum  in  Demm 
alterum  naturse  vel  exterioris,  vd  dit- 
simiUs  non  subsistit,  dum  Deus  ex  Deo 
manens  non  est  aUunde  quod  Deus 
est.  Hilar,  p.  937. 

Here  are  the  same  reasons  given 
whv  Father  and  Son  are  not  two  Oods: 
ana  Hilary's  expression  of  non  naturm 
exterioris,  answers  to  Novatian's  of 
non  dissonantia  j  as  also  his  non  d^^ 
similis  to  the  other's  non  uuequaHtate, 
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The  words  vis  divimtatiB^  I  render  effluoo  of  the  Godhead ;  which 
you  render  dvoine  power.  I  oould  not  think  of  a  better  expression 
than  what  I  made  use  of.  That  I  have  not  missed  the  sense 
I  persuade  myself^  because  Novatian  is  speaking  of  comimmon  of 
iubskmee  in  the  same  sentence,  and  had  styled  the  Word  dUvine 
substance  a  little  before :  and  he  is  here  plainly  speaking  of  the 
divine  substance  being  porreda  and  iradita^  communicated  from 
Father  to  Son,  and  recurring  to  the  Father  as  Head.  If  vis 
answers  to  the  Greek  bivaiiis^  as  I  conceive  it  here  does,  it  means 
the  same  as  the  living  and  suhsta/atial  power  of  God,  the  same 
that  we  express  by  efflux^  or  emanation.  The  thought  of  Novatian 
seems  to  be  the  same  with  that  of  Tertullian^,  whom  he  loved  to 
imitate  in  many  things.  To  make  it  still  plainer  that  I  interpret 
him  rightly,  please  to  observe  the  words,  Deus  qtUdem  ostenditur 
FiUus^  cm  (Uvinitas  tradiia  etporrecta  conspioitur.  Here  he  gives 
the  reason  why  the  Son  is  God:  it  is  because  the  Godhead  ex- 
tends to  him,  or  is  communicated  to  him.  Compare  this  with 
what  the  author  says  in  another  place  2;  and  you  will  see  how 
consistent  and  uniform  this  writer  is  in  his  doctrine,  that  it  is 
the  Son'^s  proceeding  from  the  Father,  or  his  partaking  of  the 
divine  substance,  that  makes  him  God.  So  little  reason  have  you 
to  imagine  that  the  words,  per  suAstantice  communionem^  crept 
into  the  text  out  of  the  margin.  Whether  the  Doctor  or  I  have 
pursued  a  wrong  scent  in  explaining  Novatian,  I  now  leave  to 
the  reader  to  judge. 

lo.  I  had  remarked^  upon  the  Doctor's  rendering  a  passage 
of  Athanasius*',  more  to  serve  his  hypothesis,  than  pursuant  to 
Uie  sense  of  thq  author.  The  reader  must  be  left  to  judge  for 
mmself,  after  comparing  what  hath  or  may  be  said  on  both  sides. 
The  author,  as  I  take  it,  is  there  blaming  the  Sabellians  for 
imagining  the  Son  to  be  the  only  God,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  make 
one  Person  only  (under  three  names,  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost)  in  the  Godhead,  instead  of  three  real  Persons.  Accord- 

7  Cum  radius  ex  Bole  porrigitur.  Si   homo  tantummodo    Christus, 

portio  ex  summa ;  sed  sol  ent  in  radio,  quomodo  dicit.  Ego  ew  Deo  prodU  et 

quia  solis  est  radius,  nee  separatur  veniF  cum  constet  hominem  a  Deo 

substantia,  sed  extenditur.     TertuU,  factum  esse,  non  ex  Deo  procestisse 

ApoL  cap.  ai.  Deus  ergo  processit  ex  Deo,  dum 

Prolatum  FUium  a  Patre,  sed  non  qui  processit  sermo,  Deus  eat  quipro- 

separatum.    Contr,  Prax.  cap.  8.  cesstt  ex  Deo,    Novat,  cap.  23. 

2  Qui  idcirco  unum  potest  did,  dum  ^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  528. 

ex  tp«o  est,  et  dum  Fuius  ejus  est,  et  ^  'O  o-apKctBtU  KvpiGs  Koi  Bedr  ^fi&v 

dum  ex  ipso  nascitur,  et  dum  ex  ipso  *lTj<rovs  Xpurrbs  6  nariip  ovk  Ztrruf,  ovd* 

processisse  reperitur,|i«r  quod  eitDeus  m  Utivoi  <f>ai€v,  6  p6vot  Oecir.  Athan, 

est,     Novat.  cap.  33.  contr,  Oreg.  SabeU,  p.  47. 
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ingly,  the  same  author  censures  them  (p.  39 <^.)  for  making  tlie 
Son  fi6vo9y  or  the  cUone  divine  Person,  in  contradiction  to  Jolin 
viii.   16.   "I  am  not  alone,  because  the  Father  is  with  me.*" 
Which  text  he  produces  to  prove,  that  Father  and  Son  were 
ttoo  Persons,  and  that  the  Son  was  not  ii6vo9  in  such  a  sense, 
as  to  infer  a  emjusion  of  Persons.     This  therefore  being  all  that 
the  author  intended  against  the  Sabellians,  it  seems  to  me  plain, 
that  the  construction  I  before  gave  of  c^;  liceu^ot  <^€i;,  was  right, 
and  the  Doctor's  wrong.     That  the  author  could  not  deny  the 
Son  to  be  the  only  God  in  any  other  sense,  is  plain  from  his 
making  Father  and  Son  one  perfect  substance^ :  and  his  asserting 
one  Godhead  of  both «.    In  another  placed,  he  censures  the  Sabel- 
lians for  making  the  Son  the  one  and  only  God :  but  how  .^  So  as 
to  deny  the  distinct  Personality,  and  no  otherwise.     And  in  the 
very  place  we  are  now  upon,  all  that  the  writer  insists  upon  is, 
that  the  Father  and  Son  are  distinct  Persons,  not  one  Person  : 
in  which  sense  the  author  does  not  admit  the  Son  to  be  6  ^sfos 
€>€6s.  But  that  it  is  always  Sabellian  to  apply  the  phrase  to  the 
Son  singly,  or  to  both  together,  is  not  said,  neither  can  you 
prove  it.     The  force  of  your  argument  lies  only  in  the  article  6 : 
for  as  to  iJidvos  0€d9,  only  God,  that  it  is  often  applied  to  the  Son, 
cannot  be  denied  s :  and  this  consideration  might  be  sufficient  to 
make  the  author  put  in  ,the  restriction  of  m  eiceu^oi  (l>ai€v,  to  the 
latter  branch  of  the  sentence,  which  he  did  not  to  the  former, 
where  it  is  6  ITar^p.     For  there  is  a  sense  wherein  the  Son  is 
6  ii6vo9  06^9,  but  he  is  not  6  UaTTjp  in  any  sense :  which  shews 
the  reason  why  the  author  expressed  himself  as  he  did. 

1 1 .  I  took  notice^  of  another  passage  directly  contrary  to  the 
Doctor^s  purpose,  though  cited  by  him.  For  the  Doctor^s  design 
was  to  make  the  Father  the  ofdy  Gofi?  exclusive  of  the  Son :  whale 
that  passage  makes  him  the  only  Qod  inchdvng  the  Son;  di- 

^  TL&t  ovK  afrtHrratrla  trails  dpv€i-         fl>  M6p^  t&p  frdirr»w  apBp^nwp  Oc^. 

(r6ai  rii  rpUi,  mi  fidpov  thcu  Xcycti/  t6v  Clem.  Alexand.  p.  84. 
if>aa'Kovra'  ohK  c2/aI  yu6vos,  &n  6  ircft^rar        T&p  avfor^vrmp  ec^v  iva  fjuAmp 

fiM  war^p  fi€r   ipov  i<m Uhv  yhp  vlhp  iv  varpi.  p.  143. 

dvo  Trp6o-wra,    Athan,  torn.  ii.  p.  39.  Christus  Jesus  solus  esset  Deus, 

^  Mux  dc  oZo-a  ova-ia  rcXc/a.  p.  41.  Aristid,  t^fmd  Petao,  Pnef.  ad  3.  torn. 

®  Mux  St&nfs  irarphs  kcu  vlov,  p.  43.  Theol. 

^  02   rfjp  rptaba  fjLOpdlia  notovvrtg        Tov  0€ov  A6yog  fidvos  Q€6s  dX^Ayr 

voBtvtiv  #c<xi  rriv  atroarokhv,  &inr€p  rrfy  pi6pof  ee^r  &£  6  irarrfp,    Atkan, 

y€vvrja-uf,  twixf^povo-ip'  €ura>  yap  Spra  in  Psal,  p.  83.  nov.  collect. 

ibaa\  TOV  noTphf  r6p  vl6p,  ayuwpiip        Ylop  p6pop  tlpmrBm  Oc^y,  &C.  Greg, 

avBpimov  ipydCf<rSm,  rovrcWty,  avr^p  Nclz.  Orat.  xxxn.  p.  586. 

TOP  €pa  KCU  p6pop  B€6p,  ovFtff  cbrc-         *£/i€    dc    fiSvop  Oc6y   cidcpoi,   &C 

(rrdkBcu  rhp  SpOpamop,  ov  Oe6y  waph  Euseb,  in  Psal.  p.  ^03. 

Ocov.  p.  47.  ^  Defence,  vol.  1.  p.  538. 
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rectly  the  reverse.  Had  the  Doctor^s  intention  been  only  to 
prove  that  the  Father  is  styled  the  avJy  Ghd^  the  method  had 
been  fair :  but  as  his  professed  design  was  to  exclude  the  Son 
from  the  one  Godhead ;  his  manner  of  citing  authors  for  it,  who 
in  these  very  passages  were  directly  against  it,  is  an  intolerable 
abuse  upon  the  readers. 

1 2.  The  like  may  be  said  of  another  passage  taken  notice  of 
in  my  Defence*.  You  seem  to  forget  the  Doctor^s  note  on  prop. 
9.  where  he  precautions  his  reader  to  understand  it  in  such  a 
sense  as  to  exclude  the  Son  from  necessary  existence,  (so  you 
interpret  sel/^existent.)  Now  can  any  thing  be  more  unfair,  or 
fraudulent^  than  to  cite  authors  as  styling  the  Father  the  only 
Oodf  to  countenance  a  proposition  in  such  a  sense  as  those 
authors  detested  and  abhorred  i  All  the  apologies  you  can  pos- 
sibly invent  can  never  make  such  a  practice  righteous,  or  honest. 

13.  I  remarked^  upon  a  passage  cited  out  of  Nazianzen; 
where  the  Doctor,  by  a  note,  had  most  shamefully  stifled  and 
perverted  the  author's  meaning.  You  say  not  one  word  of  the 
Doctor's  note,  the  only  thing  I  found  fault  with:  and  which 
indeed  can  admit  of  no  colourable  excuse^  except  it  were  done 
through  carelessness,  taking  a  passage  at  second  hand^  and  comr 
menting  upon  it,  without  ever  looking  into  the  author  to  see 
what  went  before  or  after. 

14.  As  to  the  passage  of  Justin  Martyr,  enough  hath  been 
said  above. 

15.  I  remarked'  upon  another  note  of  the  Doctor^  on  a  pas- 
sage in  Irenseus,  and  gave  several  reasons  to  shew  the  unfairness 
and  falseness  of  it.  You  have  here  nothing  to  say  in  his  defence : 
BO  I  pass  on. 

16.  I  remarked  upon  another  passage '°,  where  the  Doctor 
had  read  the  text  of  Irenseus  wrong ;  which  you  civilly  acknow- 
ledge, and  thank  me  for  the  notice.  But  there  are  still  two 
questions  betwixt  us  relating  to  that  place.  First,  whether  it 
should  be  iyiwrjros  or  iyivrjros^  and  next,  whether  the  Son  be 
included  by  Irenseus,  in  that  place,  in  the  iyivrjfros  06^9^  sup- 
ponng  that  to  be  the  reading.  It  was  needless  for  you  to  heap 
passages  upon  me  to  prove,  that  none  but  the  Faiher  should  be 


*  VoL  i.  p.  538.  ayfyinjTov  yivtrai  Ocov*  rov  fiMv  irarphs 
^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  529.  cvdoicovvror,  ical  iccXcvoyrof,  rov  dc  vlov 

*  Ibid.  p.  529.  vpdatrovTos  Koi  drjfuovpyovvTOf,  rov  dc 
™  *0  yfptnjrbs  Koi  verrkcurfiiivos  3r-  yrvcvfurror    rp€<l}ovros    Kal    a^^avros, 

$pwfros  KOT  €lK6va  Kal  SfjLoimrip  rov  Iren,  lib.  iv.  cap.  38.  p.  385. 
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Btyled  iy4vvrjTos,  unbegattm^  or  ttnarigimOe ;  which  I  readily  allow. 
All  the  question  is  about  iyivriroij  unereatedj  unmcuhy  eternal,  or 
neeesearUy  earitting.  The  reasons  why  I  think  iy^verov  to  be  die 
reading  in  Irenaeus  are  these : 

I.  The  translator's  rendering  it  by  in/ecti :  which  however  I 
acknowledge  to  be  of  less  weighty  because  he  is  sometimes  mis- 
taken in  such  cases ;  putting  ingenitus  for  infectui,  and  perhaps 
in/eetus  for  inpentius,  or  innaius. 

II.  A  much  stronger  reason  is>  that  through  that  whole  diapter 
iy4vrfro9  is  opposed  to  things  mcuiey  things  of  transient  and  pre^ 
carious  existence.  The  opposition  runs  between  the  things  motley 
and  the  Mater  of  them" : 

III.  Another  very  weighty  reason  is  drawn  from  the  oppodtioo 
between  y^vrirbs  ivOpwitoSy  and  ay^ir/frov  &€ov  :  that  the  roadiiig 
is  y€vriT6s,  not  with  double  v^  is  evident  from  the  whole  chiq)t^  ; 
^ere  the  opposition  runs  between  man  made\  and  God  his 
Maker.  And  there  is  not  the  least  hint  of  man  considered  as 
beffotten,  or  as  San  of  God;  as  you  would  understand  it,  ref^Mring 
to  Luke  iii.  38.  These  reasons  eouTince  me,  that  the  true  reading 
of  the  words  is  6  y€vrirhs  ivOpnimoiy  and  rot)  dyevifrav  0€o6. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  Son  be  here  included  under 
oyenfrov  0€ot/.  I  gare  several  reasons  why  all  the  three  Persons 
are  included ;  which  reasons  may  be  seen  in  my  Defence.  I 
diall  add  two  more :  one,  that  as  the  opposition  runs  between 
the  thing  made  and  the  maker ;  so  it  is  observable  that  God  the 
Son  frequently  is  factor^  iroti^r^?.  Maker,  according  to  Irenseus ; 
which  shews,  that  he  is  included  in  the  ayivrjfrot  &m.  And 
again,  it  is  Irenseus's  doctrine,  that  man'^s  being  made  after  the 
%ma>ge  of  Odd  is  to  be  understood  of  his  being  made  in  die  knage 
of  God  the  Word^ :  which  still  further  confirms  my  constaicti<Mi 
of  that  passage ;  and  I  now  submit  it  to  the  judgment  of  the 

n  T^  fihf  Off,   tu\  Korh  rh  avra         P  *0  AAyos,  ol  kot  thcSva  6  Mpmmxm 

Syri,  Koi  ^fwfjfnf  vjrdpxovri ra  dc  €y€y6tf€i, 

yeyoif6Ta  KaB6  fAtr€ir(tray€w«o-(»9dp}^w        'O  A6yog         n^r  tMpa  Idcc^  A»- 

idioir  faxff  Korit  rovTO  Kal  vmpeiirSai  $As,   oMs  tovto  ytp6fitvo£  Stnp  |» 

d€i  aM,  Tov  neirouiK&roSf  ov  yap  rfdv-  tUCity  avrov.     Irem,  lib.  v.   cap.  16. 

Morro  aymrfra  €hftu  tA  ptwrri  yryfptnj^  p.  315. 
fi^mi.  Arm,  p.  283.  Quia  jam   adhaerebat    illi   FQhia, 

Volunt  similes,  esse  factori  Deo,  et  secunda  persona,  sermo  ipsiuSyet/eifM, 

nullam  esse  differentiamff|/>c/fl)etet  Spiritus  in  sermone,  ideo  plvraliter 

nunc  facH  hominis.  p.  385.  pronuntiavit,  faeiamus,  et  mosiram^ 

o  ^EKtivos  dpTi  yryop^s v€»<rr\  TertuU,  ado,  Prax,  cxp,  la. 

ytyov6Ta  SvOpotmoy,  ^i  p^  ayhnnjros  ^,         Unum  enim  sunt,  quorum  imagmit 

p.  284.  et  similitudinis  unum  est  homo  ^urtua 

^Edft  dc  rhv  S»$pwiro¥  irp&rov  yepe^  exemplum.    HUar,  de  IVw.  lib.  v. 

<rBcu,  Koi  ytv6p€¥ov  avfrjtrtu,  &c.  p.  285.  cap.  o. 
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learned  reader.     As  to  my  translatiDg  evhoKwvros  by  desiffmnffy 
I  have  accounted  for  it  above. 

17.  As  to  the  passage  in  Basil,  which  the  Doctor  had  not 
done  ji»dice  to,  I  desire  the  reader  to  see  my  Defence  4.  That 
Basil  allows  the  Father  to  be  a  natural  eauM  of  the  Son  is  very 
tme ;  not  a  cause  in  the  Doctor^s  sense :  nor  do  Basil^s  words 
convey  any  such  notion  to  the  reader,  as  the  Doctor^s  word, 
effects^  does.  And  therefore  the  Doctor  cannot  be  acquitted  of 
a  misrepresentatioiu  I  leave  it  to  any  reader,  who  will  compare 
my  account  of  Batf  with  the  Doctor'^s  version,  to  judge  whether 
the  idea*  here  and  there  be  not  veiy  widely  different.  And 
what  occasion  was  there  for  the  Doctor's  saying  effects^  instead 
of  ihimgs  issuing  from  tkem^  but  to  favour  an  Aj/pothesiSy  and  to 
hold  out  a  false  Ught  to  the  readers !  As  to  what  you  say  of 
i(l«»fjMy  dignMyy  I  have  answered  it  above.  Your  reason  for  irpo- 
reri^Bai,  signifying  more  than  priority  of  order y  is  very  peculiar, 
viz.  because  Basil  in  another  place  has  both  ra^^i.  and  i^MSjuuin : 
therefore  when  he  makes  mention  of  order  only,  (as  in  the  word 
irporeriix^a^)  he  meant  more  than  order.  You  might  perceive^ 
by  the  reason  ^ven  in  both  places,  that  ir/^orerdx^oi  appHed  to 
the  Father,  and  rdlfci  beiirepos  applied  to  the  Son,  answer  exactly 
to  each  other,  and  literally  signify  order,  and  nothing  else  ^  And 
had  you  attended  to  Basil'^s  reasoning,  where  he  allows  i$i4fixm 
as  well  as  rdf  ei,  you  would  have  perceived  that  it  was  rather  cut 
Aommemy  or  for  argument  sake,  than  any  thing  else.  For  admit- 
ting that  the  Son  or  Holy  Ghost  were  &f  Mijbuzri,  as  well  as  r<if ec, 
second  and  thirily  (as  Eunomius  pretended,)  yet  he  shews  that  no 
certain  consequence  can  be  drawn  from  thence  to  inferiority  of 
natwre.  Or  however,  at  the  most,  all  you  can  make  of  it  is,  that 
the  Father  being  supreme  in  office,  as  well  as  in  order,  was  on  that 
account  A^id^jLaTi  vpwrosy  first  m  dignity :  as  one  angel  (which  is 
Basil's  illustration)  is  superior  to  another  in  rank,  or  office,  though 
in  nctture  equal.    BcuiL  lib.  iii.  p.  79. 

19.  The  last  passage  I  found  fault  with,  you  are  content  to 
throw  off  under  the  name  of  a  quibble  ;  because  you  could  not 
account  for  the  Doctor's  foul  play  in  mistrandating  it,  and 
warping  it  to  his  own  hypothesis.  Why  was  not  the  word  brnjnovp- 
yj/jfjMTa  rendered  creakBres,  as  it  ought  to  have  been  ?  And  why 
did  the  Doctor  put  aU  thingsy  when  speaking  of  things  produced 
by  the  Father,  and  things  only  in  respect  of  the  Son's  producing, 
when  he  had  no  ground  for  the  distinction  in  Basil! 

<i  Vol.  i.  p.  531.  'See  another  passage  of  Ba«fl  above,  p.  723. 
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But  enough  of  this.  The  Dootor^s  partiality  in  many  of  his 
quotations  has  been  sufficiently  manifested.  And  though  you 
are  pleased  to  pass  the  matter  off  with  as  good  a  face  as  you 
can,  (and  it  is  your  wisest  way  so  to  do,)  yet  you  will  hardly 
find  many  readers  of  opinion  with  you,  that  these  kind  of  slips, 
in  a  man  of  character,  are  of  slight  moment.  Had  Bishop  Bull 
been  ever  guilty  of  things  of  this  kind,  I  well  know  what  use 
would  have  been  made  of  it.  Mr.  Whiston^  charged  him  wiiii 
once  tm/airly  translating  a  passage  of  Origen ;  where  yet  the 
Bishop  was  right,  and  Mr.  Whiston  certain^  wrongs  as  I  have 
proved  in  my  Defence^ :  and  this  one  pretended  instance  of  wtr 
fairness  is  brought  up  again,  and  aggravated,  by  another  gentle- 
man u,  with  some  kind  of  insult.  A  few  slips  of  this  nature, 
where  a  charge  is  really  just,  are  not  easily  pardoned  in  any 
writers  of  the  higher  class :  betraying  either  want  of  leanUnff, 
or  want  of  care,  or,  what  is  worst  of  all,  want  of  honesty. 

You  endeavour  to  throw  off  the  force  of  the  next  five  or  six 
pages  of  my  Defence,  (which  you  can  never  fairly  answer,)  by 
charging  something  disingemums,  as  you  pretend,  upon  me :  ^  as 
^'  if  all  the  Doctor's  citations  from  the  Fathers  in  general  were 
^'  concessions  ondy  from  writers,  who  were  adversaries  in  the 
^^  whole.^  But  I  made  a  distmction^  as  the  Doctor  himself  had 
doney,  between  Ante-Nicene  and  Post-Nicene  writers.  As  to 
the  latter,  he  laid  claim  to  nothing  but  coT^cessions :  and  as  to 
the  former,  he  did  indeed  claim  more  in  respect  of  some  of  them, 
though  I  think  without  reason.  You  are  stiU  sanguine  enough 
to  say,  that  ^'  much  the  greater  part  of  the  authors  he  cites,  all,^ 
you  think,  '^  of  the  three  first  centuries,  agree  with  him  in  the 
^  full  sense  of  all  his  propositions.^  How  wild,  and  indeed 
romantic,  this  imagination  of  yours  is,  hath  been  sufficiently 
shewn  all  the  way ;  first,  in  my  Defence,  and  again  in  Uieee 
papers:  particularly  in  the  eleven  instances  above  mentioned, 
wherein  the  Doctor  runs  counter  to  all  antiquity.  As  to  supreme 
dominion,  which  you  lay  so  much  stress  on ;  it  is  demonstration 
that  the  Fathers  held  no  supremacy  but  what  was  thought  con- 
sistent with  equality  of  naitu/re,  and  with  the  unity  of  the  same 
Oodhead  common  to  Father  and  Son.  If  this  be  your  supremacy, 
all  is  right  and  well.  But  it  is  ridiculous  in  you  to  quote  amdmiti 

«  Primitive  Christianity  Revived^    Append,  ii.  p.  44. 
vol.  iv.  p.  154.  X  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  saa. 

*  Vol.  i.  p.  380,  &c.  y  Preface  to  Script.  Doctr.  p.  18. 

^  Primitive  ChriBtiamty  Revived,    ist  ed.  Reply,  p.  5,  6. 
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for  the  supremacy,  and  at  the  same  time  to  throw  out  all  the 
considerations  which  should  come  in  to  qualify,  fix,  and  determine 
the  notion  of  svpremacy  among  the  ancients.     Are  not  all  the 
other  tenets^  wherein  the  ancients  evidently  contradict  the  Doc- 
tor's whole  scheme,  so  many  demonstrations  that  they  never  under- 
stood s^wpremacy  in  any  such  sense  as  he  does!  What  is  the 
Doctor  or  you  doing,  but  playing  (me  or  trm  principles  of  the 
ancientSy  of  uncertain  meaning  in  themselves,  against  twenty 
clear^  plain^  wndoubted  principles !  which  if  you  were  able  to  do 
with  success,  it  would  not  be  proving  that  the  Faihers  were  on 
your  side,  but  that  they  were  fools  and  mad,  and  are  of  no 
account  on  either  side  of  the  controversy.   But  I  hope  the  reader 
will  easily  see  through  the  mysteiy  of  the  whole  deceit  which 
you  are  putting  upon  him,  (and  perhaps  upon  yourselves  at  the 
same  time,)  which  is  only  this :  the  straining  and  perverting  the 
true  and  Catholic  notion  of  supremacy  (held  in  all  ages  of  the 
Church,  before  and  after  the  Nicene  Council)  to  an  Arian  and 
heretical  sense ;  that  so  you  may  ohliquely  (what  you  care  not  to 
do  directly)  reduce  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  to  the  rank  of 
creatures.   Your  constant  plea  is,  the  supremacy,  the  supremacy : 
the  andents^  it  seems,  were  for  supremacy,  amidst  aU  their  variety 
o/ metaphysical  specuhtions :  so  that  every  other  tenet,  whereby 
the  ancients  plainly  overturn  your  whole  scheme,  must  be  thrown 
off  as  a  metaphysical  speculation ;  and  nothing  but  svpremacy 
must  be  sounded  in  our  ears.     Yet,  after  all,  you  can  make 
nothing  of  this  pretended  supremacy  till  you  turn  it  into  a  mstOr- 
physical  speculation  upon  adf-eanstence^  and  that  again  into  neces- 
sary existence  ;  then  adding  sundry  other  m^aphysical  speculations^ 
to  degrade  and  sink  God  the  Son  into  precarious  existence. 
This  was  not  the  way  of  the  ancients ;  nor  was  this  the  use  they 
ever  made,  or  intended  to  make  of  the  supremacy :  if  they  had, 
you  would  have  allowed  them,  I  suppose,  in  this  single  instance, 
to  run  into  metaphysical  peculations.     One  thing  is  evident, 
amidst  aU  their  variety  of  metaphysical  speculations^  in  which  you 
think  they  abounded  more  than  you,  that  what  metaphysics  they 
had  in  their  great  abunda/nce^  they  employed  them  all  in  defence 
of  our  Lord's  divinity ;  while  you,  on  the  contrary,  employ  the 
Uttle  you  have,  in  direct  opposition  to  it.     Certainly,  the  ancients^ 
being  so  much  given  to  metaphysics,  could  have  been  metaphysical 
on  your  side  of  the  question,  as  well  as  you  are  now  :  but  either 
they  were  wise  enough  to  distinguish  false  metaphysics  from 
true  /  or,  they  had  not  so  learned  Christ.     But  to  return. 

VOL.  II.  3  c 
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I  intimated*  how  a  Bomanist  might,  in  Dr.  darkens  way,  fiD 
pages  with  quotations  wide  of  the  purpose,  and  call  them  eomr 
cessions^  and  thereby  deceive  weak  readers.  Here  you  have 
nothing  to  reply,  but  that  I  do  the  Doctor  wrong  in  applying 
this  to  all  his  citations.  I  applied  it  not  to  off,  but  to  as  many 
(be  they  more  or  fewer)  as  have  been  thus  deceitfully  made  uae 
of  by  the  Doctor.  By  his  own  account  it  must  be  understood  of 
as  many  Post-Nicene  Catholics,  as  he  quotes  in  that  manner : 
and  how  many  Ante-Nicenes  it  ought  to  be  understood  of,  may 
appear  from  what  I  have  shewn  of  their  being  in  very  opposite 
sentiments  to  his>  in  the  most  material  points  of  our  dispute. 
But  allowing  your  plea,  is  it  any  justification  of  the  Doctor's 
method  of  quoting  i  I  charge  him  with  deceit :  and  you^  in  his 
defence^  represent  him  as  practising  it  not  so  much,  or  so  o/ienj  as 
I  might  imagine.     But  why  did  he  practise  it  at  all! 

You  next  endeavour  to  retort  something  upon  me  like  to  the 
Bomanists,  though  entirely  wide  and  foreign,  and  brought  in 
most  strangely.  They  have  recourse,  you  say,  to  tradition :  yon 
should  have  said  to  oral  tradition,  which  is  quite  another  thing 
from  toritten  tradition.  And  what  harm  is  there  in  having 
recourse  to  the  written  tradition  of  Fathers  for  the  sense  of 
Scripture^  more  than  in  having  recourse  to  a  Dictionary  for  Uie 
sense  of  words;  or  to  the  practice  of  courts^  resolutions  of 
Judges,  or  books  of  Beports,  for  the  sense  of  laws  f  All  helps, 
for  the  understanding  of  Scripture,  ought  to  be  made  use  of: 
and  recourse  to  the  Fathers  is  one,  and  a  very  considerable  one. 
The  Bomanists,  you  add,  call  their  own  doctrine  Catholic :  yes, 
and  without  reason.  The  Fathers,  long  before  Popery^  called 
their  doctrine  Catholic,  and  with  good  reason.  What  then! 
The  Bomanists  also  call  that  heresy^  which  is  really  none :  may 
we  not  therefore  call  that  heresy ^  which  really  is  such,  and  which 
has  been  ever  so  accounted  in  all  ages  of  the  Church !  What  you 
have  further  is  repetition :  except  your  speculations  on  Bev.  L  8. 
which  have  been  mostly  considered  above*.  There  remain  only 
a  few  incidental  matters  to  be  here  taken  notice  of,  very  briefly. 
I  had  referred  to  four  places  b  in  Clemens,  where  he  either 
directly  or  indirectly  makes  the  Son  TravTOKpdTcup^  Abnighty.  Of 
three  of  them  no  reasonable  doubt  can  be  made :  and  three  are 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  534,  535.  K6yoVy  p.  277.  Avyofus  wayKpan^s ~ 

*  Page  562.  BtXtffjta  navrotcparopiKdv.  p.  646.     'H 
^  Tov  iravTOKp&ropot  ical  narputov    vlov  ^nKns  ij  t^  fuli^  iravTOicpciropc 

A^ov.  p.  148.  T6y  irayroKpdropa  Ofhy    wpotrtx^^'^^'^*  P*  ^3^* 
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sufficient.  The  fourth  only  says,  that  the  nature  of  the  Son 
is  vpocrfx^ariTT}^  most  intimately  united  to  the  alone  AhnigHy  ; 
which,  according  to  Glemens*s  notion  of  their  vmion^  is  supposing 
both  Almighty.  But  this  I  need  not  insist  upon,  having  three 
plain  testimonies  besides ;  two  of  which  have  been  vindicated 
above.  You  cite  another  passage^  of  Clemens,  and  you  translate 
it  most  shamefully,  to  serve  your  hypothesis^  in  these  words; 
"  He  is  irresistible  as  being  Lord  of  all ;  most  certainly  irre- 
"  sistible,  because  ministering  to  the  will  of  the  good  and  su- 
"  preme  Father  over  all.''  You  have  here  exceeded  Mr.  Whiston 
by  £ar;  whose  translation  is  very  modest  and  reasonable  in 
comparison.  The  literal  and  just  rendering  is  thus.  "  Neither 
"  could  he  be  obstructed  by  any  other,  being  Lord  of  aU,  and 
"  chiefly  (or  most  perfectly)  ministering  to  the  will  of  the  good 
"  and  Almighty  Father.''  Clemens's  thought  is  this ;  that  as 
to  creatures,  they  cannot  obstruct  him,  since  he  is  Lord  over 
them :  and  as  to  the  Father,  he  toiU  not,  inasmuch  as  all  that  the 
Son  does  ib  perfectly  agreeable  to  his  tcill^.  I  need  not  say  any 
thing  here  further  in  rdlation  to  Justin  or  Eusebius;  having 
given  my  thoughts  of  both  in  the  preceding  sheets. 

Query  XXVIII. 

Whether  it  be  at  all  probable,  that  the  primitive  Church  should  mis- 
take in  so  material  a  point  as  this  is ;  or  that  the  whole  stream  of 
Christian  writers  should  mistake  in  telling  us  what  the  sense  of  the 
Church  was :  and  whether  such  a  cloud  of  witnesses  can  be  set 
aside  without  weakening  the  only  proof  we  have  of  the  Canon  of  the 
Scripture,  and  the  integrity  of  the  sacred  text  ? 

THE  Modest  Pleader  thinks  it  not  material  to  inquire,  ^'  whe- 
"  ther  the  ancient  writers  of  the  Church  were  better  skilled  in 
'^  metaphysical  speculations,  than  we  at  this  day  T  This  kind  of 
talk  is  what  he  affects,  and  pleases  himself  in ;  though  he  has 
nothing  but  metaphysics  to  depend  on,  as  I  have  often  observed : 
and  I  will  venture  to  assure  him,  that  the  old  and  well  tried 
metaphysics  of  the  ancients  are  such  as  he  will  find  much  supe- 
nor  to  his  own.  Metaphysics  were  indeed  first  brought  in  by 
heretics,  and  were  much  encouraged  by  Anus,  Eunomius,  and  the 

c  oaeytfiMpov  K^\vB€ai  iror  Ay  4        *  See  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  ii.  cap.  6. 

napT»p  Kvpiot,  Kal  fjMkurra  i^vmiptr&v  Nourrii  Apparat.  Vol.  i.  p.  954.     Lord 

rf  rot)  dyo^ot)  xaln-an^fepoTopoff^Xi}-  Nottingham's  Answer  to  Whiston^ 

iULTi.  iraTp6s.  p.  832.  p.  5. 
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whole  sect  of  Arians :  but  the  Fathers  of  the  Church,  h&ving 
better  sense  than  they,  were  able  to  baffle  them  at  their  own 
weapons.     The  Modest  Pleader,  I  think,  (if  there  be  not    an 
interpolation  by  another  hand,)  still  goes  on,  and  tells  me  ''  how 
'^  unanimously,  how  uniformly  the  a/ncients  asserted  a  real   em- 
*'  premacy  of  the  Father  s  dominion.'*'    And  yet  the  certain 
truth  is,  that  he  has  no  Ante-Nicen^  or  Post-Nicene  Catholic 
writer  that  ever  came  up  to  his  notion  of  it.     Where  does  he 
find  them  saying,  that  the  Father  alorie  is  supreme  in  dominion  ! 
He  may  find  many  expressly  contradicting  it ;  as  many  as  make 
Father  and  Son  one  God,  or  proclaim  them  wndivided  in  do- 
minion, or  say  that  they  are  unius  Potegtatts,  unius  Di^rinitatis^ 
of  one  Power  and   Godhead^  and  the  hke :  many  testimonies 
whereof  have  been  given  in  the  course  of  these  papers.     All  he 
can  prove  is  a  supremacy  of  the  Father,  a  supremacy  in  respect 
of  order  or  office^  nothing  more.     But  his  way  is  to  take  idd 
expressions,  and  to  affix  new  ideas  to  them,  under  pretence  that 
those  old  writers  knew  not  how  to  speak  accurately.     What 
they  called  cause^  is  with  him  no  came ;  what  they  called  eu^ 
are  no  acts ;  what  they  called  generation^  is  no  generation  ;  and 
their  subordiruxtion  (like  mine)  is  a  coordination :  and  so,  I  pre- 
sume, their  sntpremacy  is  no  supremacy ^  but  must  be  .stretched 
further  upon  the  foot  of  the  new  metaphysics.     This  is  the  whole 
of  the  case ;  new  ideas  to  old  terms,  that  a  man  may  seem  to 
concur  with  the  a/ndents^  while  he  is  realty  contradicting  them  in 
the  grossest  manner,  and  introducing  a  novel  faith.     I  know  not 
how  far  such  a  method  may  serve  with  the  populace :  wise  men 
will  see  through  it,  and  give  it  its  due  name ;  viz.  either  great 
ignorance  of  antiquity,  or  great  partiality. 

But  he  goes  on :  ^'  whole  streams  of  writers  in  matters  of  con- 
"  troversy,  representing  other  men's  opinions  otherwise  than  in 
''  the  words  of  the  persons  themselves,  are  no  manner  of 
"  evidence."**  One  would  wonder  what  this  wise  paragraph 
meant,  or  what  it  was  to  the  purpose.  Have  we  not  the  sense 
of  the  Church  from  Churchmen  themselves  ?  But  he  wanted  to 
introduce  an  ill-natured  gird  upon  some  body.  He  is  terribly 
afraid  lest  any  man  should  judge  of  Dr.  Clarke^s  writings  from 
his  adoersary'^s  accounts.  I  hope  the  reader  will  bear  this  cau- 
tion in  mind,  as  often  as  he  reads  Dr.  Clarke's  account  of  the 
Ante-Nicene  or  Post-Nicene  writers,  to  whom  he  is  an  utter 
adversary;    though  a  professed  one  to  the  latter  only.     As 


Digiti 


zed  by  Google 


Qu.  XXIX.  XXX.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  757 

to  what  he  says  about  'u^Mikening  the  Ca/non  of  Scripture,  I 
refer  to  my  Defence « ;  where  that  matter  is  faurly  and  fiilly 
stated. 

I  now  come  to  you.  You  repeat  the  pretence  of  supremacy  : 
which  requires  no  further  answer  but  this ;  that  you  mistake 
the  alone  wnoriffinateness  for  aione  dominion.  The  Father  is  not  the 
alone  Governor :  but  he  alone  hath  his  authority  and  dominion 
/rom  none. 

Query  XXIX. 
Whether  private  reasoning,  in  a  matter  above  our  comprehension,  be  a 
safer  rule  to  go  by,  than  the  general  sense  and  judgment  of  the  pri- 
mitive Church  in  the  first  300  years  :  or,  supposing  it  doubtful  what 
the  sense  of  the  Church  was  within  that  time,  whether  what  was 
determined  by  a  Council  of  300  Bishops  soon  after,  with  the  greatest 
care  and  deliberation,  and  has  satisfied  men  of  the  greatest  sense, 
piety,  and  learning,  all  over  the  Christian  world,  for  1400  years 
since,  may  not  satisfy  wise  and  good  men  now  ? 
I  HEBE  meet  with  nothing  but  what  has  been  abundantly 
answered  or  obviated.     Your  former  pretences  were ; 

1.  That  the  Nicene  Council  knew  nothing  of  individual  con- 
substantiality. 

2.  That  they  understood  constshetantial  in  Sk  figurative  sense. 

3.  That  if  they  intended  any  real  oonsubstantiality>  it  was 
specific  only. 

4.  That  several  Councils^  more  numerous  than  that  of  Nice, 
determined  against  the  SiwoHa-iov. 

All  thoBe  pleas  were  particularly  examined  and  con/iUed  in  ray 
Defence :  and  you  have  been  content  to  drop  them,  as  indefen- 
sible, without  any  reinforcement. 

You  have  nothing  further  but  a  few  trifling  quibbles  about 
individucd,  and  identical^  and  supreme  authority :  which  may  now ' 
pass  with  the  readers  for  words  of  course ;  such  as  you  have 
accustomed  yourself  to  repeat,  when  you  have  no  mind  to  be 
silent.  I  must  desire  the  reader  to  turn  to  my  Defence  of 
this  Query,  and  to  compare  it  with  your  Reply ;  if  he  finds  any 
thing  in  what  you  have  said,  that  seems  to  require  any  con- 
sideration. 

Query  XXX. 
Whether,  supposing  the  case  doubtful,  it  be  not  a  wise  man's  part  to 

take  the  safer  side ;  rather  to  think  too  highly,  than  too  meanly  of 

«  Vol.  i.  p.  541,  &€• 
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our  blessed  Saviour ;  rather  to  pay  a  modest  deference  to  tlie  jadg- 
ment  of  the  ancient  and  modem  Church,  than  to  lean  to  one's  own 

understanding  ? 

I  MUST  take  notice  of  what  the  Modest  Pleader  here  pre- 
tends, that  ^'  this  Query  may  be  retorted  with  irresistible 
"  strength.*"  After  he  has  thus  pr^ared  his  reader,  let  as  hear 
what  his  words  come  to.  It  is  thus,  ^^  whether  it  be  not  a  wise 
^^  man's  part,  rather  to  think  too  highly,  than  too  meanly  of  Giod 
*'  the  Father ;  and  to  be  tender  of  his  inconMmmicaUe  honour.'*' 
To  which  I  answer,  that  Qod  the  Father  has  determined  this 
question  already,  by  his  commcmcb  laid  upon  us  to  honour  his 
/Son  even  as  himself;  and  by  his  giving  no  particular  oautions 
against  honouring  him  too  much.  If  we  err  on  this  part,  in 
honouring  the  Son  too  highly^  (without  the  least  thought  of  dis- 
honouring the  Father,)  we  err  on  the  right  side,  as  erring  on  the 
side  of  the  precept ;  whereas  the  other  is  erring  against  ihepre-- 
cept.  This  I  urged  before ;  and  neither  the  Modest  Pleader  nor 
yourself  take  the  least  notice  of  it.  However,  I  rested  my  ar- 
gument upon  this  further  consideration,  that  the  modest  side  is 
Ihe  m/eet  to  err  in  :  and  I  thought  a  debt  of  modesty  veiy  prc^^er 
to  be  paid  to  the  cmcient  Church,  and  to  all  the  modem  Chwrches  ; 
unless  you  had  plain  demonstration  for  your  dissent. 

But  the  Modest  Pleader  says,  a  *'  modest  deference  should  be 
^'  paid  to  the  express  declarations  and  commands  of  Scripture, 
*^  rather  than  to  the  additions  of  any  human  and  fallible  judg- 
'^  ment.""  But  where  is  his  modesty  to  call  his  unseripturai  in. 
Tuitions  by  the  venerable  name  of  Scripture  f  The  question  is 
not,  whether  eapress  Scripture  ought  to  be  obeyed :  but  whether, 
what  a  few  confident  men  call  esopress  Sery>turey  and  all  the 
Churches  of  Christendom,  early  and  late,  take  to  be  directly 
cofUrary  to  eapress  Scripture,  is  to  be  admitted  as  an  artide  of 
faith. 

It  is  very  strange  that  you  should  so  often  speak  of  kumtt^ 
sxid  failible  judgment,  and  never  consider  that  the  judgment  you 
make  is  kitma/n  and  faUUde^  as  well  as  the  rest.  Are  you,  in 
particular,  privileged  from  errors^  or  blessed  with  the  gift  of  ta- 
fallihilityf  Since  we  are  comparing  human  with  humany  and 
fallible  mih  fallible  judgment ;  think  it  possible  that  many,  and 
great,  and  tcise  men  may  have  judged  right,  and  that  a  few  may 
have  judged  torong.  There  is  a  presumption,  a  strong  proba- 
bility, to  say  no  more,  against  you  :  nor  will  any  thing  less  than 
demonstration  be  sufficient  to  suj^rt  your  pretences,  in  opposition 
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to  the  current  judgment  of  the  Ohriatian  world.  In  modesty, 
the  noveligts  ought  to  pay  a  deference  to  wiser  men  than  them- 
selves ;  and  not  presume  that  they  have  Scripture  on  then*  side, 
till  they  are  able  to  ][>rave  it.  But  of  this  I  said  enough  in  my 
Defence  f;  and  you  make  no  answer.  You  have  nothing  more, 
under  this  Query,  but  repetition  of  your  preface  ;  which  I  have 
answered  in  its  place.  Only  I  must  take  notice  of  one  very 
peculiar  piece  of  grave  banter ;  your  accusing  me  as  appealing 
to  the  passions  of  the  readers^  only  for  retorting  upon  you  your 
own  declamation,  in  somewhat  stronger  words ;  as  I  had  a  better 
cause  to  support  them.  Who  was  it  that  first  called  upon  us  to 
^*  consider,  what  to  answer  at  the  great  day,  &c.  T  So  solemn 
an  appeal,  upon  such  trifling  pretences  as  you  had,  obliged  me 
to  remind  you  of  the  infinitely  greater  risk  you  run,  in  unac- 
countably denying  your  Lord  and  God.  You  tell  us  also  of 
names  of  reproach ;  at  the  same  time  reproaching  the  Church  of 
God,  and  the  most  eminent  lights  of  it  in  all  ages,  as  Trithdsts, 
or  Sc^lKanSy  or  Scholastics^  or  as  contentioiM  men,  that  built 
their  faith  on  metaphysical  speculations.  It  seems,  you  can  feel 
any  thing  that  looks  like  a  reproach  upon  yourselves ;  at  the 
same  time  causelessly  dealing  about  hard  names,  and  most 
injurious  reflections  upon  all  around  you.  Learn  to  be  modesty 
or  at  least  commonly  civil  to  others,  and  you  may  meet  with 
suitable  returns.  We  shall  not  suffer  you  to  run  on  with  your 
charge  of  SabeUianismj  Tritheism,  scholastic  jargon,  &c.  which 
you  cannot  make  good  against  us;  without  letting  the  world 
know  something  of  a  charge  of  Arianism^  which  we  can  make 
good  against  you,  having  often  done  it  with  the  force  and  evi- 
dence of  demonstration.  As  to  the  charge  I  made  (p.  435-) 
relating  to  your  resting  your  cause,  in  the  last  result,  solely  upon 
metaphysics^  though  you  are  pleased  to  call  it  calum/ny^  there  is 
not  a  syllable  of  it  but  what  is  strictly  true,  and  may  be  unde- 
niably proved  from  Dr.  darkens  own  pieces,  and  yours.  I 
except  one  or  two  particulars,  which  I  remember  to  have  met 
with  only  in  Mr.  Emlyn's  Tracts ».  I  hope  you  will  not  think  him 
an  iffnora/nt  writer^  nor  one  that  is  used  to  aMege  such  reasons 
wdy  as  his  adversaries  should  desire  or  wish  for.  He  has  long 
studied  this  controversy,  and,  as  I  conceive,  understands  it 
better  than  some  who  have  succeeded  him  in  it,  and  who  have 
been  content  sometimes  to  borrow  from  him.     But  that  by  the 

'  Vol.  i.  p.  541,  543.  %  Emlyn's  Tracts,  p.  165, 
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way :  I  still  continue  to  affirm,  having  proved  it  more  than  once, 
that  in  the  last  result  your  doctrine  stands  upon  metaphysics  6nly, 
and  such  pretences  as  I  mentioned  in  the  place  above  cited. 
They  are  what  you  constantly  retreat  to,  when  pressed :  and 
without  them  you  cannot  advance  one  considerable  step  towards 
what  you  aim  at,  with  all  your  pretended  proofs  from  Scripture 
or  antiquity. 

Query  XXXI. 

Whether  any  thing  less  than  clear  and  evident  demonstration,  on  the 
side  of  Ariamsm,  ought  to  move  a  wise  and  good  man,  against  so 
great  appearances  of  truth  on  the  side  of  orthodoxy,  from  ScrqUure, 
reason,  and  antiquity ;  and  whether  we  may  not  wait  long  before  we 
find  such  demonstration  ? 

WHAT  the  Modest  Pleader  here  pretends  against  the  ch^^ 
of  Arianism  has  been  abundantly  answered  more  than  once**. 
And  as  to  his  cavil  against  charging  consequences  in  this  case,  I 
have  distinctly  considered  it  elsewhere*. 

Among  all  the  charges  I  made,  you  will  hardly  meet  with  any 
such  general  charge  as  is  here  brought  against  me,  of  ^  subvert- 
''  ing  all  science,  and  all  religion,'^  without  shewing  how  or  why. 
When  I  make  a  charge,  I  signify  upon  what  I  found  it,  and  give 
you  the  fiberty  of  defending  yourselves  if  you  can.  This  other 
method  ot  general  scandal^  thrown  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  bar  a 
man  the  privilege  of  self-defence^  is  of  all  the  most  ungenerous, 
mean,  and  detestable.  All  I  shall  say  to  it  is  this ;  that  I  have 
demonstration  before  me,  that  if  the  man  had  had  any  thing  he 
could  have  mentioned  without  exposing  himself,  he  would  certainly 
have  produced  it  at  full  length :  and  therefore,  I  presume,  his 
general  charge  about  nobody  knows  what,  may  reasonably  pass 
for  a  bounce  extraordinary,  words  and  no  more. 

After  a  deal  of  trifling  repetition,  you  are  at  length  pleased  to 
ease  your  reader  and  me ;  leaving  me  some  words  of  my  own, 
which  stand  better  in  their  place.  You  do  well  to  return  me 
back  the  good  advice  I  gave  you,  which  you  had  made  no  use  of. 
As  to  the  honest  reader,  I  desire  him  to  take  notice,  that  every 
thing  material  in  this  Query  is  entirely  dropped  :  no  demonstraium 
given  of  the  new  scheme^  nor  so  much  as  pretended  ;  no  answer 
iofi7)e  particulars  which  required  satisfaction.    As  you  begin,  so 

b  In  my  Defence,  and  in  this  Second    8cription>  vol.  ii.  pp.  663,  664,  694, 
Defence,  and  particularly  in  my  Sup-    695. 
plement  to  the  Case  ot  Arian  Sub-        ^  Supplement,  vol.  ii.  p.  664,  &c. 
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you  end,  with  eyasions  and  subterfuges^  shiftings  and  disguises ; 
perpetually  running  off  from  the  true  point  in  question,  and 
wrapping  yourself  up  in  clouds  and  darkness;  studying  and 
contriving  all  possible  ways  to  perplex  rather  than  instruct,  and 
fearing  nothing  so  much  as  to  have  the  issue  of  the  cause  put 
upon  a  clear  foot,  or  left  to  a  fair  hearing.  It  might  reasonably 
have  been  expected^  while  you  write  under  cover^  that  you  would 
have  taken  quite  another  method :  and  give  me  leave  to  judge 
so  ju$tly^  or  at  least  so  kindly  of  you,  as  to  believe  you  would 
have  done  it,  had  you  been  left  entirely  to  your  own  counsels. 
I  am  not  such  a  strcmger  to  you,  or  so  unacquainted  with  your 
Btyhy  your  mammry  your  diciion,  (in  many  privcOe  papers,  as  you 
well  Imow,  besides  what  you  have  pMished^)  as  not  io  perceive, 
that  many  things,  which  I  have  here  answered  as  yours,  yet 
never  came  from  your  pen.  I  cannot  indeed  critically  distinguish 
in  all  cases,  where  you  begin  to'  speak,  or  where  you  end :  but, 
in  the  general,  where  there  is  any  thing  that  looks  of  a  more  ti»- 
gemwus  strain,  and  is  most  like  what  one  would  expect  from  a 
plain,  honest  ma/n ;  that  I  conceive  certainly  to  be  all  your  own. 
Indeed,  you  have  interpretatively  made  the  whole  yours^  by 
lending  your  name,  I  should  rather  say  your  person,  to  it :  for 
you  ^Q  personated  all  the  way  through.  You  will  therefore  the 
more  easily  excuse  me  for  directing  myself  generally  to  you, 
even  in  those  parts  where  I  am  sensible  I  have  had  to  do  with 
another  man. 

One  thing  I  complain  of,  and  that  is  of  the  disingenuous  use 
every  where  made  of  writing  under  concealment,  and  without  a 
name.  I  should  have  had  a  great  deal  less  trouble  in  examining 
the  Reply,  had  it  been  to  be  atoned  by  any  man  of  character, 
and  his  name  set  to  it.  He  would  have  written,  very  probably, 
with  more  care,  had  his  rq^ation  been  staked  upon  it;  he 
would  have  cut  off  many  impertinences,  would  not  have  attempted 
to  put  so  many  gross  and  palpable  abuses  upon  the  readers,  nor 
have  undertaken  to  defend  what  was  at  first  sight  plainly  inde- 
fensible. He  would  have  selected  such  things,  and  such  only,  as 
might  bear  some  colour  at  least,  and  appear  oireal  weight :  such, 
in  a  word,  as  might  become  a  scholar,  a  man  of  sense,  and  a  man 
of  probily^  to  urge,  and  nothing  more.  And  then  I  am  sure, 
that  both  the  Reply  itself,  and  my  labour  in  examining  it,  would 
have  been  very  much  shortened :  and  our  readers  would  have 
been  more  agreeably  and  more  usefully  entertained. 

I  shall  conclude  with  observing,  how  easy  a  thing  it  may  be 
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to  redaoe  this  controversy  into  a  small  compass;  if  men  ^iroold 
but  come  sincerely  to  it,  and  keep  close  to  the  principal  points  In 
question.  The  most  convenient  method^  and  most  natural  order 
of  inquiry,  would,  I  conceive,  be  this  following  one : 

I.  Whoit  the  doctrine  to  be  examined  is. 

II.  Whether  it  he  possible  f 

III.  Whether  it  be  ^fw  ? 

I. 
The  first  question  is,  what  the  doctrine  is  ;  which  lies  in  the^ 
particulars. 

1.  That  the  Father  is  Ood^  (in  the  strict  sense  of  neeesscmfy 
existing^  as  opposed  to  precarious  existence,)  and  the  Son  God, 
and  the  Holy  Ghost  God,  in  the  same  sense  of  the  word  God, 

2.  That  the  Father  is  not  the  Son,  nor  the  Son  the  Father, 
nor  the  Holy  Ghost  either  Father  or  Son :  they  are  distinct^  bo 
that  one  is  not  the  other ;  that  is,  as  we  now  term  it,  they  are 
three  distinct  Persons,  and  two  of  them  eternally  referred  up  to 
one. 

3.  These  three,  however  distinct  enough  to  be  three  Persons, 
are  yet  imited  enough  to  be  one  God. 

II. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  the  doctrine  he  possible  f  All 
that  relates  to  this  question  is  resolvable  into  three  other 
questions : 

1.  Whether  there  can  be  three  Persons  necessarily  existing  ? 

2.  Whether  three  such  Persons  can  be  one  God,  in  the  nature 
of  the  thing  itself,  or  upon  the  foot  of  mere  natural  reason  f 

3.  Whether  they  can  be  one  God,  consistently  with  any  data 
in  Scripture,  any  thing  plainly  laid  down  in  sacred  writ;  as, 
suppose,  syiordination,  mission,  generation  f 

If  any  one  of  these  questions  can  be  determined  in  the  negatiw 
with  sufficient  certainty,  then  the  doctrine,  as  here  stated,  is  not 
possible:  but  if  none  of  these  questions  can  be  with  any  certain 
determined  in  the  negative^  the  doctrine  then  must  be  allowed  to 
he  possible. 

1.  The  first  question  cannot  be  determined  in  the  negative; 
for,  after  frequent  trials  so  to  determine  it,  no  one  has  been  yet 
found  able  to  do  it :  all  the  pretended  proofs  of  it  are  scphisticcd ; 
they  may  be,  they  have  been,  shewn  to  be  so. 

2.  As  to  the  second  question,  no  one  has  hitherto  been  able  to 
determine  it  in  the  negative ;  though  often  attempted.    And 
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there  is  this  reason  to  be  given  why  it  never  can  be  done ;  that 
no  certain  principle  of  individuaiion  ever  has  or  can  be  fixed : 
upon  which  alone  the  resolution  of  that  questimi,  on  the  foot  of 
mere  natural  reason,  entirely  depends. 

3.  As  to  the  third  qitestion^  there  is  no  determining  it  in  the 
negative  ;  because  it  is  certain  that  subordination  or  mission  may 
be  consistent  with  equality  of  nature ;  as  is  seen  even  in  men. 
And  if  it  be  pleaded,  that  such  subortKnation  is  not  consistent 
with  the  unity^  (though  it  might  with  the  equality t)  our  ideas  of 
the  unity  are  too  imperfect  to  reason  solidly  upon :  nor  can  any 
man  prove  that  every  kind  of  unity  must  be  either  too  dose  to 
admit  c^  any  subordination^  or  else  too  loose  to  make  the  Persons 
one  God.  How  shall  it  be  shewn,  that  the  distinction  may  not 
be  great  enough  to  answer  the  subordination^  &c.  and  yet  the 
wiion  close  enough  to  make  the  Persons  one  Ood  f  Our  faculties 
are  not  sufficient  for  these  things.  If  eternal  generation  be  ob- 
jected to  as  a  thing  impossible^  the  objectors  should  shew  that 
there  cannot  be  any  eternal  reference  or  relation  of  one  to  the 
other,  as  head,  fountain^  or  centre :  which  is  the  sum  of  what 
eternal  generation  amouute  to ;  and  which  (though  often  attempted) 
could  never  yet  be  proved  to  carry  any  thing  contradictory  in  it. 
Not  to  mention  that  could  it  be  really  proved  to  be  absurd  or 
contradictory,  yet  the  main  doctrine  might  possibly  stand  inde- 
pendent of  it ;  among  such  at  least  as  scruple  not  to  throw  off 
the  ancients,  and  confine  the  dispute  to  Scripture  alone  :  which 
is  not  so  clear  or  full  for  the  eternal  generation,  as  it  is  for  the 
eternal  existence  of  the  Son.  Upon  the  whole,  since  the  doctrine 
can  never  be  proved  to  be  impossible ;  it  must  be  allowed  to  be 
possible :  and  now, 

III. 
The  third  and  last  question  is,  whether  the  doctrine  be  tru>e  ? 
For  the  resolving  of  which,  we  must  have  recourse  to  Scripture 
and  antiquity.  Whoever  undertakes  to  debate  this  question 
should  forbear  every  topic  drawn  from  the  nature  of  the  thing ; 
because  such  arguments  belong  only  to  the  other  question, 
whether  the  doctrine  be  possible :  and,  in  all  reason,  the  possibility 
should  be  presupposed  in  all  our  disputes  from  Scripture  or 
Fathers. 

By  what  I  have  here  observed,  it  appears  that  the  controversy 
of  the  Trinity  may  be  easily  brought  to  a  short  issue,  and  be  com- 
prised in  two  sheets  of  paper.  The  strength  of  the  adversaries 
most  certainly  lies  in  the  question  of  the  possibility :  and  if  they 
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have  any  thing  considerable  to  urge,  it  may  be  dispatched  in  a 
very  few  words ;  one  demoTutrcUian  (if  any  one  can  be  found) 
being  as  good  as  a  hundred. 

If  none  can  be  found,  I  doubt  not  but  all  reasonable  men  will 
immediately  give  up  the  point  in  respect  of  Scripture  and  an- 
tiqmty  ;  which  have  been  so  often  and  so  unanswerably  proved 
to  be  on  our  side. 

My  hearty  concern  for  truths  on  whatever  side  it  may  be  con- 
ceived to  lie,  and  my  desire  to  submit  every  doctrine  (not  except- 
ing even  those  which  we  osllftmdamentaX)  to  a  free  and  fair  trial, 
makes  me  willing  to  offer  those  hints ;  which  may  be  useful  to 
our  adversaries,  if  there  be  any  real  strength  in  the  cause  they 
have  undertaken.  I  am  not  afraid  of  pointing  out  to  them  ihe 
shortest  and  readiest  way  of  confuting  us,  if  there  be  any  way  of 
doing  it.  Let  them  try  the  strength  of  their  phUoscphy^  or  inet€t' 
physics^  when  they  please :  I  desire  only  to  have  the  cause  put 
upon  clear  and  solid  reasoning,  upon  firm  principles  pursued  by 
regular  and  just  inferences  or  deductions.  And  let  the  world  see 
whether  any  modem  improvements  in  philosophy,  logic,  or  meta- 
physics^ can  raise  Arianism  up^  in  these  latter  days,  which  never 
could  be  supported,  formerly,  by  all  that  human  wit  and  learning 
could  invent  or  contrive  for  it. 
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YOU  conclude  with  a  Postscript  relating  to  Dr.  Calamy : 
whom  you  first  reproach  very  roundly,  as  one  that  has 
been  ihroughmt  misled^  by  trusting  to  my  citations  and  comments. 
You  ought  to  beg  his  pardon  for  this  wnrighteous  report ;  which 
was  not  made  in  the  jfeir  of  God,  nor  under  a  sense  of  the  com- 
mon obligations  of  hwnanity  or  justice  towards  man.  If  I  should 
report  that  you  had  been  frequently  (I  do  not  say  throughout) 
misled  by  Dr.  darkens  citations  and  conunents,  I  should  say  no 
more  than  I  have  given  abundant  proof  of:  but  what  proof  have 
you  given  that  Dr.  Calamy  has  been  throughout  misled  by  mine  f 
I  know  not  whether  you  will  be  able  to  give  a  single  example  of 
it.  However  it  had  been  but  just,  rather  to  have  said  that  he 
had  been  misled  by  trusting  to  his  oton  judgment^  concurring 
with  mine.  For  it  is  plain  enough  that  the  Doctor  has  ex- 
amined for  himself :  and  if  he  has  fallen,  in  a  great  measure,  into 
the  same  way  of  thinking  with  me,  it  is  not  as  trusting  to  my 
citations  or  comments,  but  as  approving  the  grounds  upon  which 
they  stand.  You  had  the  less  reason  to  reproach  him  as  having 
been  throughout  misled  by  me,  when  the  main  design  of  your  Post- 
script is  to  intimate  to  the  world  that  he  differs  from  me  in  one 
part  of  his  scheme,  which  you  think  very  considerable :  an  argu- 
ment, sure,  that  he  did  not  take  thiijgs  upon  tnist  from  others ; 
but  considered  and  examined  carefuUy,  before  he  gave  into 
them. 

The  second  citation  which  you  produce  from  him,  to  intimate 
to  me  (as  you  pretend)  the  consequence  of  my  notiony  relates  not 
to  my  notion ;  nor  was  it  written  with  any  such  view,  but  with 
regard  to  quite  another  notions  The  unaccountable  part  you 
have  here  acted,  in  citing  it  and  tacking  it  most  unrighteously 
to  the  former,  must  make  your  very  friends  blush  for  you,  or 
stand  astonished  at  you.  Whether  it  was  done  with  design^  or 
was  purely  bhmder,  the  author  of  the  Postscript  (for  I  would 


»  See  Dr.  Calamy's  Sermons,  p.  345. 
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gladly  hope  it  was  not  you)  best  knows.  Suppose  it  owing  to 
haste  and  carelessness ;  yet  even  toaiit  of  eare^  in  charges  of  this 
kind,  will  be  apt  to  cast  some  blemish  upon  a  writer's  honesty  or 
probity. 

I  lay  hold  on  this  opportunity  of  thanking  Dr.  Oalamy  for  hia 
learned  and  useful  labours  in  defence  of  our  common  faith  :  and 
it  is  with  pleasure  I  take  notice  of  the  seasonable  stand  which  he 
and  many  others  (the  most  eminent  and  most  considerable  men 
of  the  Dissenting  way)  have  made,  in  opposition  to  the  threat- 
ening defection^  and  to  preserve  their  flocks  in  time  of  danger. 
If  he  has  any  where  differed  from  me,  in  less  material  points, 
holding  the  fotmdation  smre^  the  doctrine  of  a  reai  and  coequal 
Trinity ;  he  is  at  liberty  to  follow  his  own  judgment,  and  to  do- 
fend  the  main  articles  in  such  a  way  as  appears  to  him  most 
reasonable^   and    freest    from    embarrassments.      I  will   first 
suppose  that  he  really  'differs  from  me  in  the  point  of  sniardi- 
nation^  (though,  I  conceive^  he  does  not,)  yet  what  advantage 
do  you  propose  to  reap  from  it,  that  you  should  now  so  plume 
yourself  upon  it  ?  Do  not  deceive  yourself  in  this  matter :  if  Dr. 
Galamy  has  made  any  concession  of  this  kind,  beyond  what  I 
have  thought  proper  to  do,  he  will  still  be  able  to  maintwi  his 
ground  against  Dr.  Clarke  and  his  adherents,  both  from  Scrip- 
ture  and  aaUiquity.    As  to  Scriptwre^  allowing  any  ncttural  subor- 
dination of  Christ,  as  God^  to  be  inconsistent  with  his  essential 
Divinity  ;  the  question  then  will  be,  whether  your  proofs  of  any 
such  noUural  subordination  (distinguished  from  econamical)  are 
plainer,  stronger,  or  fuller  than  the  proofs  of  the  esseniial  Di- 
vinity.    Here,  I  conceive,  he  will  have  the  advantage  very  evi- 
dently, both  in  the  number  and  the  strength  of  his  proofs.     Your 
pretended  voluntary  generation  he  will  reject  as  an  vmcriptural 
dream  of  human  invention :  your  Scripture  proofs  of  the  neees' 
sary  existence  of  the  Father  will  stand  upon  no  better  a  foot  than 
his  Scripture  proofs  of  the  necessary  existence  of  tiie  Son.     Your 
pretences  from  the  prepositions  of,  by^  through^  or  tn,  he  will  re- 
solve into  economical  order :  and  you  will  not  be  able  to  prove 
from  I  Cor.  viii.  6.  that  God  the  Son  is  included  in  the  aUiiings 
which  are  of  the  Father.    Metaphysics  you  will  be  ashamed  to 
offer,  having  so  often  pretended  to  condemn  them  in  us.    All 
your  Uttle  quibbles  about  derived  and  underived^  about  cause  and 
effect,  about  acts  of  the  toiU,  about  identical  substance,  identical 
lives,  and  the  like,  will  drop  at  once.     In  short,  when  antiquity 
is  set  aside,  you  will  find  it  extremely  difficult  to  make  it  appear 
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that  the  Scripture  account  of  stibordinaHon  necessarily  infers  any 
natural  subordmation^  or  may  not  possibly  be  understood  of 
economical  only ;  as  some  writers  of  note  seem  to  have  under- 
stood, as  high  as  the  sixth  century^,  if  not  hi^er. 

As  to  antiquity y  you  will  be  able  to  prove  a  neural  suiordi- 
nation^  very  plainly,  from  the  earliest  Fathers:  but  not  more 
plainly  than  Dr.  Calamy  will  be  able  to  prove  the  conmbstan- 
tiality,  coetemity^  omnipresence^  omniscience^  and  other  Divine 
attributes  of  GUxl  the  Son  :  not  more  plainly  than  he  will  prove 
from  the  ancients,  that  the  Father  and  Son  are  one  Gody  (one 
God  most  high^)  that  creatwre  worship  is  idolatry y  that  no  inferior 
God  must  be  admitted,  and  the  like.  The  question  then  will  be, 
(since  the  agents,  upon  the  present  hypothesis^  must  be  said  to 
have  contradicted  themselves  and  each  other,)  I  say,  the  ques- 
tion will  be,  whether  you  have  more  and  stronger  testimonies  for 
one  part  of  the  contradiction,  than  the  Doctor  will  have  for  the 
other  part.  Here  again  he  will  manifestly  have  the  advantage 
over  you,  in  the  number  and  strength  of  his  testimonies :  and  he 
may  justly  plead,  either  to  have  the  evidence  of  antiquity  set 
aside  as  null;  or  that  the  ma/ny  tenets,  wherein  the  Fathers 
agree  with  his  scheme,  be  admitted  as  more  considerable  than 
the  few  tenets  wherein  they  agree  with  you.  Thus,  so  far  as  I 
apprehend,  you  and  your  friends  will  be  really  no  gainers  by  Dr. 
Galamy^s  concessions ;  or  by  throwing  oflf  the  stibordinationy  as 
impossible  and  contradictory  on  both  sides. 

Nevertheless,  I  am  fully  and  unalterably  persuaded,  that 
the  true  and  right  way  is,  to  admit  the  subordination^  and  to 
assert  the  essential  Divinity  at  all  the  three  Persons  together 
with  it.  Both  parts  appear  to  be  founded  in  Scripture^  and 
were  undoubtedly  believed  by  the  ancients  in  general :  and  there 
is  no  repugnancy  between  them,  more  than  what  lies  in  mistaken 
fancy  or  imagination.  I  know  not  whether  Dr.  Calamy  might 
not  pay  too  great  a  regard  to  Dr.  Clarke's  partial  representation 
of  this  matter ;  and  so  take  Bp.  Pearson's  and  Bp.  Bull's 
sentiments  something  otherwise  than  they  intended  them.  I 
observe,  that  he  admits  ^eternal  generatAony  necessary  eimmatiany 
and  natural  order ;  which  is,  in  other  words,  admitting  all  that 
is  intended  by  priority  of  order  or  mbordinatum.  The  Son  pro* 
QQeA&J^om  the  Father;  the  Father ^(w»  none :  this  is  the  differ- 


^  See  Jobiiis  apud  Photium  Cod.  cczzii.  p.  62^,  635,  9  Sermons,  p, 

30,  49,  363. 
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enoe  of  Tiatfmil  order  which  the  ancients,  and  after  them  those 
two  excellent  modems,  speak  of;  viz.  that  the  Son  is  referred 
*up  to  the  Father  as  to  a  Head  or  Fountain,  and  not  m^^  versa. 
This  reference  or  relation  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  we  call 
subordination :  and  this  is  all  that  is  natural,  the  rest  is  econo- 
mical. If  Dr.  Clarke  has  represented  subordination  otherwise^ 
pretending  Bp.  Pearson's  or  Bp.  Bull's  authority  for  it^  he  has 
done  unfairly :  and  perhaps  Dr.  Calamy  intended  no  more  than 
to  condenm  the  notion  so  represented**.  Which  is  not  con- 
demning either  Bp.  Pearson^  or  Bp.  BullX  or  my  doctrine ; 
but  something  else  which  others  have  invented  for  us. 

I  know  not  indeed  whether  you  will  allow  me  to  put  myself 
in ;  because  I  am  represented  as  teaching  a  real  coordination, 
and  a  verbal  subordination  only.  But  I  am  very  certain  that 
the  same  objection,  or  rather  cavil,  lies  equally  against  Bp. 
Pearson  or  Bp.  Bull ;  and  you  are  very  sensible  of  it :  only 
you  are  disposed  to  serve  a  turn  by  making  some  use  of  those 
great  names.  They  both  asserted  a  coequality,  in  as  full  and 
strong  terms  as  I  any  where  do:  which  coequality  you  are 
pleased  to  miscall,  in  me,  coordination;  assuming  a  strange 
liberty  of  altering  the  sense  of  words,  and  affecting  to  speak  a 
new  language,  to  make  way  for  a  new  faith. 

To  conclude ;  if  Dr.  Calamy  and  I  really  differ,  (as  I  think 
we  do  not,)  we  agree  however  in  the  main  points,  and  much 
better  than  our  late  revivers  of  Arianism  agree  among  thent- 
selves.  And  I  doubt  not  but  that  by  the  united  labours  of  the 
true  friends  of  our  common  faith,  (with  God's  blessing  upon 
them,)  the  vain  attempts  of  our  new  Arians  and  Eunomians 
vdll  be  defeated  and  baffled,  (as  were  formerly  those  of  their 
preJi^cessors,)  and  that  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  ever  blessed 
Trinity,  that  sacred  cUpositum  of  the  Church  of  Christ,  will  be 
preserved  whole  and  entire,  and  handed  down,  as  to  us,  so  to 
our  latest  posterity,  through  aU  generations. 

d  '«  Whosoever  will  be  at  the  pains  ''  evidently  perceive  that  these  are  all 
''to  compare  the  several  passages  "placed  tn  ^tti^^oiio^Aer  light  than  in 
"  cited  by  Dr.  Clarke,  as  they  stand  "  the  book  referred  to :  that  some  are 
"in  the  places  whence  they  are  taken,  "directly  contrary  to  the  author^s 
"  with  other  dear  and  express  pas-  "  true  meaning,  and  to  his  desl|pi  in 
"  sages  of  our  learned  author,  (Bishop  "  writing ;  and  most  of  theTe8t«fi€Ol»- 
"  Bull,)  and  with  the  whole  scope  and  "  sistent,  at  least,  with  the  same,  as 
"  purport  of  his  reasonings  for  the  "  the  Doctor  very  well  knew."  Nel^ 
"  truth  of  the  Nicene  doctrine,  must  son's  Life  qf  Bull,  p.  336,  337. 
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